






More Than Just Friends? 
 
A Cross-Cultural Study on Finnish and American  

















Master’s Degree Programme in 
Intercultural Encounters /  
Speech Communication 
Faculty of Behavioral Sciences 
University of Helsinki 
April 2013 






HELSINGIN YLIOPISTO - HELSINGFORS UNIVERSITET - UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI 
Tiedekunta - Fakultet - Faculty 
Faculty of Behavioural Sciences 
 
Laitos - Institution – Department 
Speech Sciences 
 
Tekijä - Författare - Author 
Elina Saarenmaa 
 
Työn nimi - Arbetets titel - Title 
More Than Just Friends? A Cross-cultural Study on Finnish and American Friends with Benefits 
Relationships 
Oppiaine - Läroämne - Subject 
Intercultural Encounters / Speech Communication 
 
Työn laji ja ohjaaja(t) - Arbetets art och handledare – Level and instructor 
Master’s thesis – Saila Poutiainen 
 
Aika - Datum - Month and year 
April 2013 
 
Sivumäärä - Sidoantal - Number of 
pages 
78 + 14 
Tiivistelmä - Referat - Abstract 
Aims 
The aim for this cross-cultural study was to increase understanding of today’s modern relationships by 
researching the nature of the friends with benefits relationships (FWBRs). The FWBRs are an example of 
a current type of phenomenon in interpersonal relationships and a new area of investigation in the field of 
Interpersonal Communication Studies. The FWBR is identified as a friendship where the participants also 
have sex. The phenomenon was defined and explained through both Finnish and American informants’ real 
life experiences. The research followed the hermeneutic phenomenological tradition with the goal of creating 
meaning and probing particular features of this kind of relationship. Previous academic research on FWBRs 
has only concentrated on studying American undergraduate college-students and has mostly been done with 
quantitative surveys. Unlike the existing academic literature, this study aimed to explore older adults 
outside of the college surroundings by conducting research with qualitative methods.  
 
Methods  
Half-structured theme interviews were used as a method to gain a deeper understanding of the informants’ 
thoughts, attitudes and experiences. Altogether, 21 interviews were collected for this study. 10 interviews 
were done in Helsinki, Finland and 11 were done in San Francisco, USA. The participants were 
heterosexual men and women, aged 24-54. The data was analyzed holistically using the hermeneutical 
phenomenological approach, combined with qualitative content analysis. 
 
Results and Conclusions  
The FWBR was researched as a complex and ill-defined phenomenon. Certain recurring communication 
patterns and relationship features were observed to be particular to FWBRs. The biggest differences were 
observed between different age groups, rather than between the different cultures or genders. The 
informants agreed that the phenomenon is becoming more acknowledged and popular, and that it should be 
discussed more openly. FWBRs were seen mainly as experimental relationships that are part of being 
youth. However, they were observed also as meaningful relationships among older adults. The informants’ 
experiences with FWBRs were mainly positive. However, the participants did not desire to have casual sex. 
Rather, they were looking for a deeper connection and the possibility for a romantic relationship. 
 
 
Avainsanat – Nyckelord - Keywords 
friends with benefits, friensdship, sex, relationships, communication, dating  
 
Säilytyspaikka - Förvaringsställe - Where deposited 
The Helsinki University library of  Faculty of Behavioral Sciences 









HELSINGIN YLIOPISTO - HELSINGFORS UNIVERSITET - UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI 
Tiedekunta - Fakultet - Faculty 
Käyttäytymistieteiden tiedekunta 
 
Laitos - Institution – Department 
Puhetieteiden laitos 
Tekijä - Författare - Author 
Elina Saarenmaa 
 
Työn nimi - Arbetets titel - Title 
More Than Just Friends? A Cross-cultural Study on Finnish and American Friends with Benefits 
Relationships 
Oppiaine - Läroämne - Subject 
Intercultural Encounters / Puheviestintä 
 
Työn laji ja ohjaaja(t) - Arbetets art och handledare – Level and instructor 
pro gradu -tutkielma – Saila Poutiainen 
 
Aika - Datum - Month and year 
huhtikuu 2013 
Sivumäärä - Sidoantal - Number of 
pages 
78 + 14 
Tiivistelmä - Referat - Abstract 
Tavoitteet  
Tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli pyrkiä kasvattamaan ymmärrystä nykyajan ihmissuhteista ja kuvata friends 
with benefits – nimisen ilmiön luonnetta. Friends with benefits (FWB) –suhteet ovat ajankohtainen ilmiö ja 
uusi tutkimuskohde interpersoonalisen viestinnän keskuudessa. FWB-suhde on määritelty 
ystävyyssuhteeksi, jossa harrastetaan myös seksiä. Tätä ilmiötä pyrittiin selittämään suomalaisten ja 
amerikkalaisten elämänkokemuksien avulla. Tutkimus seurasi hermeneuttis-fenomenologista traditiota 
tavoitteenaan tutkia merkityksiä ja tämänkaltaisen suhteen ominaispiirteitä. Aikaisempi akateeminen 
tutkimus FWB -suhteista on keskittynyt tutkimaan vain nuoria amerikkalaisia yliopisto-opiskelijoita, ja 
pääosin kvantitatiivisten kyselyiden avulla. Toisin kuin aikaisempi tutkimus, tämän tutkimuksen tavoitteena 
oli tutkia kvalitatiivisesti aikuisia yliopistokulttuurin ulkopuolelta.     
 
Menetelmät 
Metodina tässä tutkimuksessa käytettiin puoli-strukturoituja teemahaastatteluja. Haastattelujen avulla 
pyrittiin syvempään ymmärrykseen osallistujien ajatuksista, asenteista ja kokemuksista. 21 haastattelua 
kerättiin tutkimusta varten. 10 niistä tehtiin Suomessa, Helsingissä, ja 11 USA:ssa, San Franciscossa. 
Haastateltavat olivat heteroseksuaaleja miehiä ja naisia, iältään 24-54. Aineisto analysoitiin holistisesti 
käyttäen hermeneuttis-fenomenologista metodia yhdistettynä sisällönanalyysiin.  
 
Tulokset ja johtopäätökset 
FWB-suhde koettiin kompleksiseksi ja vaikeasti määriteltäväksi ilmiöksi. Aineistosta pystyttiin 
määrittelemään tiettyjä viestintätapoja ja suhteen ominaispiirteitä, jotka olivat ominaisia kyseessä olevalle 
suhteelle. Suurimmat erot näissä suhteissa löydettiin ennemmin eri ikäryhmien väliltä, kuin eri kulttuurien 
tai sukupuolten väliltä. Kaikki haastateltavat olivat yhtä mieltä, että tämänkaltaisia suhteita tiedostetaan 
koko ajan enemmän. He kokivat, että nämä suhteet tulevat yleistymään, joten niistä pitäisi pystyä 
puhumaan enemmän ja avoimemmin. Pääosin FWB-suhteet katsottiin kuuluvan nuoruuden kokeiluihin. 
Tässä tutkimuksessa kuitenkin todettiin, että FWB-suhteet voivat olla merkityksellisiä vanhemmillekin 
aikuisille. Haastateltavien kokemukset FWB-suhteista olivat pääosin positiivisia. Haastateltavat eivät 
kuitenkaan halunneet harrastaa tilapäisiä seksi-suhteita. He halusivat mieluummin kokea merkityksellisiä 
suhteita ja löytää romanttisen parisuhteen.  
 
Avainsanat – Nyckelord - Keywords 
friends with benefits, ystävyys, seksi, suhde, viestintä, deittaus 
 
Säilytyspaikka - Förvaringsställe - Where deposited 
Helsingin yliopiston käyttäytymistieteellisen tiedekunnan kirjasto 








1. INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................................ 3 
2. EARLIER RESEARCH AND KEY CONCEPTS ................................................................................... 6 
2.1. COMPLEXITY OF THE PHENOMENON ............................................................................................... 8 
2.2. SOMEWHERE BETWEEN FRIENDSHIP AND A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP .................................................. 9 
2.3. OVERLAPPING TERMINOLOGY ..................................................................................................... 11 
3. CREATING MEANING............................................................................................................... 15 
3.1. COMMUNICATION & RELATIONSHIP ............................................................................................. 16 
3.2. RELATIONSHIP AS A CATEGORY OF MEANING ................................................................................. 18 
4. RESEARCH DESIGN .................................................................................................................. 23 
4.1. AIM FOR THE STUDY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS ............................................................................ 23 
4.2. PARTICIPANTS .......................................................................................................................... 24 
4.3. THE HALF-STRUCTURED THEME INTERVIEW ................................................................................... 26 
4.4. DATA ANALYSIS ........................................................................................................................ 28 
5. RESULTS .................................................................................................................................. 32 
5.1. CONCEPTUALIZATION ................................................................................................................ 32 
5.1.1. Ill-defined ........................................................................................................................ 32 
5.1.2. Simple as well as complicated ........................................................................................ 35 
5.1.3. Variety of terms used ...................................................................................................... 36 
5.2. COMMUNICATION PATTERNS ...................................................................................................... 39 
5.2.1. Difficulties in talking ....................................................................................................... 40 
5.2.2. Communication consensus ............................................................................................. 44 
5.2.3. Minimum self-disclosure ................................................................................................. 46 
5.3. RELATIONSHIP FEATURES ........................................................................................................... 48 
5.3.1. Six semantic features ...................................................................................................... 48 
5.3.2. Additional features ......................................................................................................... 56 
5.3.3. Social relationship ........................................................................................................... 59 
5.4. ATTITUDES, VALUES, AND CULTURAL DIFFERENCES ......................................................................... 59 
5.4.1. What is the motivation? ................................................................................................. 59 
5.4.2. Cultural differences ......................................................................................................... 60 
5.4.3. Sexual emancipation ....................................................................................................... 64 
6. DISCUSSION ............................................................................................................................ 66 
6.1. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH .............................................................. 66 
6.1.1. Institutionalization of friends with benefits .................................................................... 66 
6.1.2. Communication consensus ............................................................................................. 68 
6.1.3. Dimensions of relationships ............................................................................................ 71 
6.1.4. Overview of the phenomenon ......................................................................................... 74 
6.2. EVALUATING THE STUDY ............................................................................................................ 76 
REFERENCES ..................................................................................................................................... 80 
 3 
 
1. Introduction  
 
- It's a physical act, like playing tennis. Two people should be able to have sex like they are playing 
tennis. No one wants to go away for a weekend after playing tennis. It's a game; you shake hands and 
keep going with your shit. 
- I don't even like you like that. 
- You swear that you don't want anything else? No relationship, no emotions, just sex -whatever 
happens we stay friends. 
- I'll serve. 
 
 
The dialogue above is from the movie Friends with Benefits (2011). The woman (Mila 
Kunis) suggests to the man (Justin Timberlake) that it would be easy to add the simple act 
of sex to their friendship. Consequently, it shows that a friendship with benefits (i.e. sex) 
arrangement is often desirable in theory, but does it succeed in practice? 
 
Relationships where the participants mix sex with an existing friendship are labeled as 
friends with benefits (FWB) (Mongeau, Knight, Williams, Eden, & Shaw, 2013). 
According to recent academic research, the unique aspect of this type of relationship is that 
the partners have some degree of sexual contact and some degree of friendship, but the 
partners are not in a committed relationship (Jonason, Li, & Richardson, 2011). Sex 
between friends with a FWB agreement means that sex happens more than once and it is 
often more affectionate than sex during a one-night stand. This is not seen as part of 
romantic love (Jonason, et al. 2011). In this study, I will focus on exploring what friends 
with benefits relationships (FWBRs) are. I will also examine the different nuances of this 
phenomenon in relation to the field of interpersonal communication. For instance, some 
authors use different terms as synonyms for FWBRs. For example, they use hookups or 
bootycall when talking about brief sexual encounters between individuals who are friends, 
strangers or acquaintances (e.g. Garcia, Reiber, Massey, & Merriwether, 2012; Jonason et 
al., 2011). The qualitative research in this thesis was done in two countries, Finland and the 
United States (US), and it discusses how FWB relationships are defined and experienced in 
each of these different cultures. The purpose of the study is to make the phenomenon more 
well-known, and gain a better understanding of the nature of friends with benefits 
relationships. 
 
The idea for the topic of this study has come from real-life observational experiences in 
modern day close relationships. It has become apparent to me that some people have the 
urge to speak out about intimate relationships, even though these relationships are often 
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considered taboo. Consequently, the topic of this study is rarely discussed openly. It is 
often seen as unacceptable and worth avoiding. In real life and in the field of interpersonal 
communication studies, the topic is vague and ill-defined. Yet I found it intriguing, how 
people talking about today’s modern relationships across the different cultures. While 
living in San Francisco for two years, I had an opportunity to observe the phenomenon in 
the US and collect cross-cultural material for this study. At this point, it should be indicated 
that in this context American culture is referred when talking about the informants in San 
Francisco. As well, Finnish culture is referred to when talking about informants in the 
capital area of Finland. Naturally, cultural aspects are considered throughout the study. 
Hence, this research aims to encourage discussion and unwind taboos that surround the 
FWB phenomenon.  
 
This research discusses the importance and the role of communication in interpersonal 
relationships. While these relationships have been covered extensively in the US popular 
media (Hughes, Morrison, & Asada, 2005), they have only recently begun to be examined 
by communication researchers. Garcia et al. (2012) consider that popular culture is 
simultaneously representing aspects of actual contemporary sexual behavior and providing 
sexual scripts for emerging adults. This phenomenon has been addressed in the American 
popular media, including television, for example in television series as Sex and the City 
(1998-2004), How I Met Your Mother (2005- ), Cougar Town (2009- ), and Girls (2012- ). 
Entertainment media in the US has recently highlighted uncommitted sexual encounters, 
and presented that kind of behavior as more-common-than-not (Garcia, et al., 2012). For 
instance, the Hollywood movies Friends with Benefits (2011) and No Strings Attached 
(2011) both prominantly featured uncommitted sex, as two friends attempt to negotiate a 
sexual, yet non-romantic, component of their relationship. The common characterizations 
in the mainstream movies seem to be that this kind of relationship will not work for a long 
time, and feelings will get involved. It appears that all the Hollywood movies follow the 
same pattern by representing a FWBR as a complex transitional phase within a romantic 
relationship. Correspondingly, the movies need to have a happy ending, and as a result, a 
romantic couple is formed. Against all odds, the cliché that women want friendship and 
men want benefits, does not correspond to the aforementioned shows and movies. 
Referring to them, more often than not, the women want to avoid the serious relationship 
and keep it casual. Especially in the latest productions, persons wanting to get involved in 




To contrast this with Finnish popular culture, the phenomenon is not as widely presented as 
in the US. Nevertheless, the movie Rakkauden rasvaprosentti (2012) portrays an example 
of this genre. However, Finnish media acknowledges the phenomenon. Helsingin Sanomat 
(Nyt-liite, 1.3.2013) discussed the new Facebook application Bang with Friends (BWF) 
(i.e. bang refers to a slang expression for sexual intercourse; Urbandictionary, 2013). The 
controversial BWF application (www.bangwithfriends.com) was released in January 2013. 
The application is dedicated to discovering which of your Facebook friends is down to 
bang (DTB) (i.e. interested in having sex). (Forbes, February 5, 2013; International 
Business Times, February 1, 2013; BostInno, February 19, 2013.) The aforementioned US 
periodicals think that the idea of the application is terrible. Standing up for the application, 
the developer team states that it is a much more realistic representation of how the younger 
generation operates. The same article presents a concern held by Boston University 
Professor Donna Freitas. She claims that students do not know how to date anymore. She is 
concerned that that young people today do not know how to get out of the hookup culture. 
(BostonInno, 2013.) Besides the Facebook application, there are other ways to find casual 
sex on the Internet. For example, in a community forum Craigslist (www.craigslist.org) 
people are looking for FWB partners.  
 
I will explore how the informants of this study experience today’s modern relationships 
called FWB. This research follows the hermeneutic phenomenological tradition as an 
ontological assumption. Phenomenology, as well as hermeneutic phenomenology, is 
concerned with the life world and lived experience, and it is thus ideal for investigating 
personal learning journeys (van Manen, 1997). This focus sheds light on details and 
seemingly trivial aspects within an experience that may be taken for granted in our lives. 
Its goal is to create meaning and achieve a sense of understanding (Wilson & Hutchinson, 
1991). According to the hermeneutic phenomenological tradition, a fixed theoretical 
framework is not preferable because it might guide research towards a certain path. Hence, 
it might become an obstacle when researching original lived experience. However, a 
phenomenologist also needs to follow certain paradigms and approve certain concepts that 
are relevant to the research topic. (Laine, 2002.)   
 
With regards to scientific value, FWBRs are an example of a current type phenomenon in 
interpersonal relationships, and a new area to investigate in the field of Communication 
Studies (Hughes et al., 2005). The literature of FWBRs is considered to be its infancy, and 
so far, it relates exclusively to the American experience (Epstein, Calzo, Smiler, & Ward, 
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2009). However, this study incorporates a cross-cultural analysis of the phenomenon by 
examining both the American and the Finnish experiences. The previous US studies did not 
take a stance on whether or not the FWBRs emerge amongst the older population groups or 
outside of the college culture, since their data is collected only in University surroundings. 
As a starting point, unlike the existing literature, I will put forth a working hypothesis that 
these relationships will emerge in older populations (i.e. older than 20-22 year old 
undergraduates), and outside of the college culture as well. I will explore adults in different 
settings outside the college. I will question if the term FWB is a part of adult realationships 
and examine its features. The study data incorporates 21 interviews done with heterosexual 
men and women, aged 24-54, in both the capital area of Finland and in San Francisco, USA. 
As an additional aspect of the qualitative research on FWBRs, I have used half-structured 
interviews to gain deeper understanding of informants’ thoughts, attitudes, and experiences. 
Methodologically, the aim of this phenomenological research is to elaborate on paradigms, 
interpretations, and meanings from the interviewees’ perspective. This study uses aspects of 
qualitative content analysis. In particular, recurring words, patterns, themes and categories 
are extracted from the data and compared with the existing literature (Patton, 2002). 
 
To provide a quick overview of the thesis: Next, I will continue by presenting a theoretical 
framework in Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter 4 presents the research questions and the methods 
for how the data was collected and analyzed. The results of the data are discussed in 
Chapter 5. The research is concluded in the final discussion Chapter 6.    
 
 
2. Earlier Research and Key Concepts 
 
 
This chapter will examine the phenomenon and different definitions in more detail by 
examining the current literature. The current literature referring to FWBRs is presented in 
this study, and is considered as a guideline. As follows, I will consider the complexity of 
the phenomenon. Also, I probe where FWBR is on the scale of close relationships by 
considering both a friendship and romantic relationship. It appears that definitions of the 
phenomenon are not explicit, so I examine different uses and implications of the key terms.  
 
The academic scholars in the field of interpersonal relationships agree that relationships 
have changed and are undoubtedly different nowadays. Haavio-Mannila and Kontula 
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(1993) stated two decades ago that committed relationships have changed everywhere in 
the world during the last few decades. Bauman (2003) sees modern relationships as 
fractional. He says: “In a liquid modern setting of life, relationships are perhaps the most 
common, acute, deeply felt and troublesome incarnations of ambivalence” (Bauman, 2003, 
2). According to Bogle’s (2008) observations, the prioritization of traditional forms of 
courting and pursuing romantic relationships has shifted to more casual relationships and 
hook ups over the past 60 years. Dating for courting purposes has decreased, but certainly 
not disappeared, thus sexual behavior outside of traditional committed romantic pair-bonds 
has become increasingly normal and socially acceptable (Bogle, 2008). Horan (2013) 
argues that hook ups and FWBRs are replacing the dating-culture. Additionally, Puentes, 
Knox, and Zusman (2008), argue that FWBRs are becoming part of the American 
interpersonal landscape. According to the latest statistics summarized in a publication of 
the American Psychological Association, between 60-80% of college students in the United 
States and Canada have experienced a hook up and about 60% have had an ongoing 
"friends with benefits" arrangement (Garcia et al. 2012). It is obvious to state that in the US 
the phenomenon is strongly related to young adults, and it is popular on college campuses 
(e.g. Afifi & Faulkner, 2000; Puentes et al., 2008).  
 
Epstein et al. (2009) remark that the research about FWBRs is still its infancy. Although this 
study is more focused on studying interpersonal relationships, most of the research referring 
to FWBRs is found among the journals of Sex Research (e.g. Paul, McManus & Hayes, 
2000; Epstein et al., 2009; Jonason et al., 2012; Mongeau, et al., 2013). To draw attention to 
the existing research on FWBRs, journals such as Communication, Social and Personal 
relationships, and Sex Research, have studied undergraduate college students at US college 
campuses. The data in these studies has been collected qualitatively or quantitatively 
through different surveys.  (e.g. Bisson & Levine, 2007; Epstein et al., 2009; Hughes, 
Morrison, & Asada, 2005; Goodboy & Myers’s, 2008; Knight, 2009; Puentes, Knox, & 
Zusman, 2008; Williams, Shaw, Mongeau, Knight, & Ramirez, 2007; Jonason et al. 2012; 
& Mongeau et al., 2003, 2013.) According to Professor of Communications, Paul Mongeau, 
(personal communication, February 26, 2011) no FWB research has been done on non-
college students, and no research has been done outside of the US. However, I found one 
study about FWBRs that was done in Sweden by Public Health Nursing.  The qualitative 
study was conducted by an interview guide approach in 2010. It was done in a medium-
sized city in Sweden and it involved eight adolescents, aged 16–18 years. The informants 
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were recruited in places where adolescents locate, in a youth center and in a high school. 
(Erlandsson, Norvall, Öhman, Häggström-Nordin, 2012.) 
 
2.1. Complexity of the Phenomenon 
 
A number of academic scholars have used the term friends with benefits to define and 
describe different and complex casual relationships among college students in the United 
States (see e.g. Bisson & Levine, 2007; Epstein et al., 2009; Hughes et al. 2005; Goodboy 
& Myers’s, 2008; Knight, 2009; Mongeau et al. 2003; 2013; Puentes et al., 2008; Williams 
et al., 2007). Mongeau et al. (2013, 38) noted in their current study: “As the FWBR label 
likely covers (and obscures) a variety of relational types, the extant FWBR literature lacks 
depth”. Snyder (2006) argues that these relationships seem confusing and hard to 
understand: 
 
“This ‘friends with benefits’ phenomenon is intriguing, in part because it is so 
unclear what is going on. Providing information about the quality of these 
relationships would help us understand this behavior and possibly its implications 
for future well-being outcomes and other romantic, or at least sexual, relationships. 
The term used to describe these relationships, ‘friends with benefits’, does imply 
some sort of a positive relationship, or at least not a negative one. The image that 
comes to mind is teens experimenting with sex in a safe and friendly context 
without the added emotional complications that are often inherent in romantic 
relationships. Perhaps this description reflects some of this behavior. However, the 
potentially unbalanced and exploitative nature of these relationships, not to 
mention the risks for spreading infections, is also obvious and difficult to ignore.” 
(Snyder, 2006, 162.) 
 
Hughes et al. (2005) claim that FWBRs display several unique characteristics that make 
them important to explore. For example, they are more stable than one night stands, and 
friendship and sexuality can coexist. FWBRs are seen at the same time as simple as well as 
complicated. For instance, Mongeau et al.’s (2013, 38) latest article and their extensive 
research on FWBRs finds FWBRs simple on the one hand: “Friends have sex repeatedly 
with ‘no strings attached’” (see also Bisson & Levine, 2009; Epstein et al., 2009; Hughes 
et al., 2005). The absence of commitment suggests a lack of romantic ties, motivations and 
expectations that restrain dyadic behavior (Hughes et al., 2005). Knight, Mongeau, Eden, 
Shaw, and Ramirez (2008) claim that in FWBRs people want to avoid the drama that is 
often an inherent part of romantic relationships. All FWBRs are unique and the 




On the other hand, Mongeau et al. (2013) also see the reality of FWBRs as actually being 
quite complex. Many authors (e.g. Afifi & Faulkner, 2000; Bisson & Levine, 2009; 
Hughes et al. 2005; Mongeau et al. 2013) see the possibility of FWB partners developing 
romantic feelings. When the desire is mutual, a FWBR can become a romantic 
relationship. However, unreciprocated romantic feelings are common in FWBRs (Hughes 
et al., 2005; Mongeau et al., 2013). FWBR may lead to dissolution if the other partner sets 
higher expectations, for example desires a real romantic relationship (Knight et al., 2008). 
Sometimes FWBRs represent a compromise, with one partner waiting for the other partner 
to develop romantic feelings (Epstein et al., 2009). When comparing FWBR to romantic 
relationships, Mongeau et al. (2013) make the assumption that commitment alone cannot 
differentiate FWBRs from romantic relationships. They claim that many types of 
relationships lie between emotion-free FWBRs and emotion-laden romantic relationships 
(Mongeau et al., 2013). In this study, I will discuss both the simplicity and complexity of 
FWBRs from the perspective of its respective informants.  
 
2.2. Somewhere between Friendship and a Romantic Relationship 
 
Friendship is considered to be an important interpersonal relationship and it is unique in 
several aspects (Aries & Johnson, 1983). Friendship has been characterized as the least 
programmed and socially defined of any important relationship (McCall, 2011), and the 
definition of friendship is based on voluntary association and affective ties (Wright, 1978). 
Kelley, Berrscheid, Harvey, Huston, Evinger, McClintock and Peterson (1983) regard, for 
example, friendships, serious love affairs, marriages, and parent-child relations as close 
relationships, that is to say: “the close relationship is one of strong, frequent, and diverse 
interdependence that lasts over a considerable period of time”(Kelley et al., 1983, 38).  
 
It is common for people in nearly all societies to form long-term bonds and marry (Fisher, 
1992). This research is connected to the terms committed or romantic relationship when 
speaking of a romantic dyad. In other words, it is a committed relationship with a steady 
sexual life (such as marriage, common-law marriage, or non-cohabiting participants) 
(Haavio-Mannila & Kontula, 1993). In most societies, anonymous casual sex is variably 
present, despite cultural and religious taboos or rules that aim to prevent people from 
engaging in that behavior (Paul et al., 2000; Jonason et al., 2011). Much research on 
romantic relationships has focused on long-term pair-bonds and one-night stands. 
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However, there is significant evidence to suggest that there are relationships which do not 
fit cleanly into either of those categories. (Jonason et al., 2011). One of these relationships 
is friends with benefits.  
 
Unlike FWBR, those aforementioned relationships are seen as social institutions (McCall, 
2011). According to Berger and Luckmann (1966), the institutional world is thus 
experienced as an objective reality. Institutionalization occurs whenever there is a 
reciprocal typification of habitualized actions by types of actors. Berger and Luckmann 
consider typification as a process of creating standard social construction based on 
standard assumptions. Whereas habitualization refers to the individual’s activity; when the 
indivual moves into social interaction, and patterns become shared, reciprocal typification 
occurs. Hence, they claim that any such typification is an institution. Therefore, all human 
activity is subject to habitualization. (Berger & Luckmann, 1966.) In fact, a FWBR seems 
to not be considered an institution. Conceptually, the concept is murky and ill-defined. 
However, for reciprocal typification (institutionalization) to occur there must be a 
continuing social situation in which the participants’ habitualized actions interlock (Berger 
& Luckman, 1966). Using the perspective of social constructionism (Berger & Luckmann, 
1966), this research will consider whether or not there is a possibility for the 
institutionalization of FWBR. 
 
The FWBR literature describes the variation in benefits (i.e., from only kissing to 
oral/vaginal intercourse; Bisson & Levine, 2009), but the nature of friends has gone 
unquestioned (Mongeau et al., 2013). The ‘friends’ in friends with benefits varies from 
strangers or acquaintances, to old friends who know each other well and care for each 
other. The sexual interaction can begin after an initial meeting, or can grow from within 
existing friendships. FWBRs can be juxtaposed with romantic relationships. Indeed, some 
FWBRs morph into a romantic relationship, while others involve sexual interaction with a 
past romantic partner that has been termed ex-sex. (Afifi & Faulkner, 2000; Knight et al., 
2008; Mongeau et al., 2013.) The aim of this study is to examine the depth of the 
friendship, and who are the friends in FWBR.  
 
Previous FWB literature assumes that FWBRs are a singular relationship type (Mongeau, 
et al., 2013). However, the previous literature also provides evidence of variation in both 
the presence of romantic motivations and the nature of the friendship (e.g., Bisson & 
Levine, 2009; Hughes et al., 2005; Mongeau et al., 2003, 2013; Owen & Fincham, 2012). 
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Mongeau et al. (2013) argue that some FWBRs have a betweenness quality. In other 
words, some FWBRs contain elements of both friendships and romantic relationships. 
Moreover, they can be strategically designed to initiate potential romantic relationships. 
The notion of betweenness likely adds a level of uncertainty and complexity to FWBR 
experiences because those relationships are neither regarded as romantic nor are driven by 
romantic motivations. (Mongeau et al., 2013.) The difficulty of maintaining FWBRs is a 
common theme in the literature. Romantic attraction and interest might arise, but in 
FWBRs the romantic feelings are not always mutual. (Hughes et al., 2005; Mongeau et al., 
2013.) In this research, I will discuss the complexity of FWB and evaluate its variations, 
contrasting it with the previous literature.  
 
2.3. Overlapping Terminology 
 
When overviewing the existing literature, it is obvious that the use of the term varies. Some 
research has focused on friends with benefits (FWB) (e.g., Afifi & Faulkner, 2000; 
Mongeau, Ramirez, & Vorell, 2003; Mongeau et al., 2013), whereas other research has 
focused on hookups (e.g. Paul et al. 2000; Epstein et al. 2009). In addition, Jonason (2011) 
uses the term bootycall as a synonym to FWB in his research. Garcia et al. (2012) also 
mention a similar term: fuckbuddy (Garcia, 2012).  The term FWB is used in this research 
however I aim to explore the nuances between the various terms that are used to describe 
FWB. 
 
To declare and to specify the use of the terms that are similar to FWB, Mongeau et al.’s 
(2013) latest research sees the FWBR label as covering a variety of relationship genres. 
According to Epstein et al. (2009) and Paul & Hays (2002), the wide range of relationships 
called FWBRs parallel the strategic use of the term hookup to describe a variety of sexual 
interactions in nearly any relational context. Epstein et al. (2009) questioned in their 
research whether or not casual dating and one-night-stand are old-fashioned terminologies, 
and if they are synonyms for the terms FWB and hooking up. However, while Epstein et al. 
demonstrated substantial variation in how hookups occur, they do not provide data on 
FWBRs (Mongeau et al., 2013).  
 
Mongeau et al. (2013) agree that the uses of both terms (FWB and hooking up) are likely to 
be strategically ambiguous. Mongeau et al. (2013) assume there is a point where it appears 
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difficult to determine the difference between hookups and FWBRs. To address their 
perspective, it seems that they use the terms FWB and hooking up as synonyms, and they 
do not make any distinctions between the terms. To compare these terms, it could be 
assumed that hookups would occur between relative strangers and FWB between friends. 
However Epstein et al. (2009) argue that hookups can involve relational partners as friends, 
or even romantic partners. Whereas, Mongeau et al. (2013) state that FWBRs can also 
occur between relative strangers. Their observations are the reason why my study questions 
the use of the term friends in relation to FWBR and examines how deep the friendship 
really is in these kinds of relationships. Mongeau et al. (2013, 41) note that: “Moreover, 
hookups (i.e., sexual encounters) occur within FWBRs”. In that context, I interpret 
hookups, moreover, as an act that continues. I consider that it can hardly be seen as a 
relationship.   
 
The aforementioned authors (Epstein et al., 2009; Mongeau et al., 2013) seem to consider 
Paul et al.’s (2000) definition of a hookup old-fashioned. Paul et al. use the term hookup, to 
describe a sexual encounter which may or may not include sexual intercourse. According to 
this view, this typically occurs on only one occasion between strangers or acquaintances. 
(Paul et al., 2000.) Likewise, the initial stages of dating may resemble the definition of 
hooking up according to Epstein et al. (2009). Both can involve relative strangers, or brief 
acquaintances engaging in sexual behavior. The term hookup may be used for 
misrepresenting the extent of sexual involvement, the relational intent in pursuing a 
hookup, or what actually occurred when saving face, if rejected. They stress that using a 
non-relational label (i.e. FWB) may be one way of dealing with the uncertainty that occurs 
in the first stages of dating. (Epstein et al., 2009). It might also allow partners to avoid 
talking about their relationship and its trajectory (Knight et al. 2008). Though, recent US 
research postulates that FWBRs are supplanting traditional dating patterns (Owen & 
Fincham, 2012; Mongeau et al. 2013). Young adults may see FWBR as an attractive way to 
explore future committed relationships (Owen & Fincham, 2012). However, the social 
scripts for engaging in FWBRs are rather less formal and more ambiguous when compared 
to the traditional dating relationships (Owen & Fincham, 2012; Poutiainen, 2005). 
 
To conclude, all the terms presented in the context of the academic literature that refer to 
FWB, hookups, and dating, appear to be complementing each other. As more research has 
been done, the more blurry the specific use of the terms appears. Hence, hooking up, 
bootycall and fuckbuddy can also be seen as a synonym to FWB (see e.g.Epstein et al., 
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2009; Jonason et al., 2011; Garcia et al., 2012). Therefore, Epstein et al. highlight the 
importance of a qualitative approach for future studies. They point out that specific 
attention should be put towards the subtle amendment of the term’s definition. Research 
should emphasize the diversity of real-life experiences. There are a wide variety of 
expressions in everyday language regarding FWB. This study adopts Epstein et al.’s 
position that these terms mean slightly different things. Although, Epstein et al. argue, that 
the terms and definitions are relatively clear and mostly agreed-on in English, their findings 
also draw attention to the fact that the language currently available may be insufficient for 
describing the true range of all experiences. They also note that more data is needed to 
learn how the terms are used in real-life experiences. (Espstein et al., 2009.) Williams et al. 
(2007) consider that part of the difficulty in investigating the phenomena, is that the terms 
are frequently used in an ambiguous, slippery manner. This study aims to conceptually 
distinguish the term FWB from other similar terms present in talk in English and Finnish, 
and with regards to how the terms are referred to in academic literature. By probing the 
distinctions between these terms, we increase our understanding of today’s complex 
relationship genres. Currently, academic research on FWBR has only been undertaken in 
English and it originates from the US, except for one study about FWBRs that was done by 
scholars of Heatlh Research in Sweden. No research into the subject has yet been 
undertaken in the Finnish context.   
 




Consistent with existing FWB literature (e.g. Bisson & Levine, 2009; Hughes et al., 2005; 
Mongeau et al., 2003), Mongeau at al. (2013) began their research with the assumption that 
FWBRs represented a single relationship type. According to Mongeau et al.’s (2013) 
extended literature, the term FWB can be seen as a top-level category that covers a variety 
of different kinds of casual relationships. Their two-study report was constructed of surveys 
collected from undergraduate students in communication classes at two very large public 
U.S. universities (Southwestern, 177 participants, and Midwestern, 102 participants). The 
primary goal for their study was to review the literature with a specific focus on how 
FWBRs vary. In their first study, they aimed to identify types of FWBRs in students’ 
descriptions and definitions. In the second study, they validated those types by 
demonstrating that they differ systematically. (Mongeau et al., 2013.)  
 
                                                 
1
 Mongeau and his associates refer in their conference presentations in 2007-2009 to seven flavors, and in 
their 2013 article to seven types. 
 14 
 
Mongeau et al.’s (2013) Study 1 was particularly useful for this project. The study asked 
heterosexual students to define the term FWBR and to describe their experiences with this 
relationship type. Qualitative analysis of the data identified seven types of FWBRs (true 
friends, network opportunism, just sex, three types of transition in [successful, failed, and 
unintentional], and transition out). To shed more light on Mongeau et al.’s (2013) results, 
the study presents the seven types of FWBRs in more detail. I questioned these findings in 
my research interviews. My interviewees were asked if they recognized the following seven 
variants in their relationship histories. 
 
(1) True friends: “Reflects the traditional FWBR definition (i.e., close friends who have sex 
on multiple occasions; e.g., Bisson & Levine, 2009; Epstein et al., 2009). Participants 
express love, trust, and respect for an important friend who is considered a safe sexual 
partner (Levine & Mongeau, 2010). Partners frequently interact in varied contexts. True 
friends appear similar to, but are not labeled as, romantic relationships.” (Mongeau et al., 
2013, 39.)  
 
(2) Just sex: “Partners interact almost exclusively to arrange and carry out sexual 
interaction. Other than sexual encounters, little interaction occurs between partners. In 
these cases, the ‘friend’ in FWBR is a misnomer as partners engage, essentially, in serial 
hookups (Paul & Hayes, 2002).” (Mongeau, et al., 39.)  
 
(3) Network opportunism: “Involves sexual interaction between friends (although not 
particularly close ones) who share network links. Those shared links allow partners to 
interact, typically while consuming alcohol. These partners engage in sexual activity if 
neither has found a different sexual partner for the night. In short, these partners act as a 
sexual fail-safe. Given the common social network, network opportunism likely involves 
more interaction than just sex, but with less breadth, depth, and frequency than true 
friends.” (Mongeau, et al., 39-40.)  
 
(4) Successful transition in, according to Mongeau et al. (2013, 40), “represents 
intentionally and effectively using a FWBR to initiate a romantic relationship”. (5) 
Unintentional transition in is seen as “FWBR leads to a romantic relationship, although it 
was not the respondent’s original intent” (Mongeau et al., 2013, 40). (6) Failed transition 
in means that “one or both partners attempted, unsuccessfully, to generate a romantic 
transition, but continued sexual interactions” (Mongeau et al., 2013, 40). (7) Transition out 
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means that “FWBRs reflect sexual interactions between partners from a terminated 
romantic relationship. Partners no longer label their relationship as romantic, but continue 
sexual interactions.” (Mongeau et al., 2013, 40.) 
 
 
3. Creating Meaning 
 
This Chapter takes a more hermeneutic phenomenological approach, and it is constructed 
as an iterative process among all the other methods during the research project. The 
concepts of culture, communication, relationship and language, are seen as essential 
entities in probing the meaning of the FWB phenomenon, and its ontological nature. 
Chapter 3.2., "Relationship as a Category of Meaning", presents Stuart Sigman's (1995) 
work on meaning constructions. The chapter also portrays semantic features that are seen 
as constructing a social relationship. Those features are then connected to the data from 
this research. 
 
There are various definitions for culture and many authors have reflected on the meaning of 
the term culture. Adler and Jelinek (1986, 2) point out that it is “frequently defined as a set 
of taken-for-granted assumptions, expectations, or rules for being in the world”. The 
concept of culture emphasizes that shared cognitive approaches and shared understanding 
distinguishes a given group from others. Using an ethnographic approach, I have explored 
how FWB types of relationships are talked about in the respective countries used for this 
study. I have also aimed to find the cultural attitudes, values and beliefs that are presented 
in both cultures. Likewise, Poutiainen (2005) has researched how dating is culturally 
constructed in Finland and in the US. Her article is called: "Do Finns Date? Cultural 
Interpretations of Romantic Relating". Her study is based on American and Finnish 
women's discussions and cultural conceptions. She analyzes the ways in which early 
romantic relationships are discussed in the respective countries. According to the essence of 
ethnography of communication approach, I will probe communication from the viewpoint 
of the communicators by distinguishing the peculiarities of meaning in the FWBR. With 





3.1. Communication & Relationship  
 
According to Lehtonen (1998), the communication process is complete once the receiver 
has understood the message of the sender. Communication (from Latin "communis", 
meaning to share) is the activity of conveying information through the exchange of 
thoughts, messages, or information, by speech, visuals, signals, writing, or behavior. As a 
matter of fact, the idea of language as a tool is rather paradoxical; for communication to 
succeed, it requires the communicating parties to share an area of mutual understanding of 
communicative commonality (Lehtonen, 1998). Parks (1982) argues that communication 
becomes interpersonal as individuals begin to respond to each other as distinct individuals 
rather than as members of cultural groups or social roles. It can be interpreted that the 
concept of communication is closely intertwined with the concept of relationships if we 
consider that one of the primary functions of communication is to create and manage 
relationships.  
   
In this study, I aim to define a relationship, even if I acknowledge that this is challenging. 
Essentially, a relationship can be described as the connection occurring between people. To 
consider the connection between communication and relationship from Sigman's (1995) 
perspective; he sees a relationship as strongly communicative. He defines relationship as a 
category of meaning, which derives from socio-cultural tradition. A category of meaning is 
created by the communication of its community members, and it sets identities for people. 
Once people have an identity, they produce relationships in association with each other; 
they create rights and responsibilities in a relationship across space and time. (Sigman, 
1995.) Likewise, Duck (1988) claims that a relationship can be defined by participants' 
mutual construction that they have the feeling that they are in a relationship with one and 
other (as cited in Gerlander, 2003). Moreover, Sigman (1995) and Duck (1988) see that 
participants co-construct communication and meaning together, while Lehtonen sees 
communication as exchanging the message. To conclude, according to the aforementioned 
authors, communication processes can be seen as the exchange and creating a meaning by 
communicating parties. Communication can be observered leading to create a relationship 
in a mutual understanding between the acknowledged participants.  
 
According to certain patterned behavioral constructs (communication), we can interpret 
how it is suitable to act in a relationship. We can also figure out the expectations, rules, 
rights, and responsibilities for others, and for us. We use this information when we interpret 
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and evaluate others or ourselves in a relationship. Cultural definitions can vary, and they 
might be conflicting. Communication is a process to realize aims and tasks, and to define a 
relationship’s nature and personify its quality. (Gerlander, 2003.) Therefore, we as a part of 
a certain culture and community, have the knowledge on how we can construct and define 
the relationship in a certain way. Certain characteristics help us to define a relationship, for 
example, a friendship or a romantic, committed relationship. In this study, I have let my 
interviewees define what the FWB relationship is for them in their own words. Defining 
things can sometimes help us to create meanings for understanding the world around us. 
Defining things can be difficult if you cannot find the right term; some relationships might 
be in a grey area, for instance, somewhere between friendship and a romantic, committed 
relationship. The scientific study always aims for definition; hence I have asked the 
interviewees if they feel that it is necessary for them to define their relationships.     
 
Lehtonen (1998) argues that language is a monitoring and producing structure that creates 
new categories and perspectives. Metaphors are important elements in language, for 
example, they make language more economic; as we do not need many sentences to explain 
a certain subject. Metaphors are an essential tool for creating meanings through analogies, 
as well as for interpreting or explaining something from another point of view, or providing 
meaning to something unknown by contrasting it with well-known phenomenon. 
Metaphors can be seen as essential for constructing reality; they provide different 
interpretations of the matter by observing similar structures. That makes it easier to 
construct the world in a more understandable way for us. (Lehtonen, 1998.) When we hear 
that someone says that they are in a friends with benefits relationship, we start to create 
meanings instantly in our mind. According to Laine (2001), it is most likely that we analyze 
the given meaning unintentionally. We feel as if we understand others’ expressions 
instantly. But if there are particular uncertainties, for example, the expression might be 
polysemantic, or it refers to a foreign language that we do not know, we start hesitating 
with our own understanding of the term (Laine, 2001).  
 
In the context of my research, I consider friends with benefits as a metaphor, in English, as 
well as when speaking Finnish (i.e. anglicism). The expression might provide multiple 
interpretations. The meaning of the expression cannot be interpreted by defining the terms 
friends and/or benefits, rather it refers to various meanings, analogies and networks of 
meanings which can be inter-subjective and partly personal (Laine, 29). Metaphors 
provides certain frames: Physical space is one essential area where creating a metaphor is 
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important (Lehtonen, 1998); for instance,  friends can be interpreted as people that know 
each other well and have a relationship, whereas, benefits can be interpreted as a 
relationship that is beneficial for the participants. People split the language into 
understandable sections; that means that the new and unknown can be described by 
something which is more known or specified (Lehtonen, 1998). In this context, for 
example, fuckbuddies or sexual relationship between friends (ystävien väliset seksisuhteet) 
can be the expressions which might be more familiar and thus used to describe the friends 
with benefits relationship.  
 
3.2. Relationship as a Category of Meaning 
 
An experience is created in interaction with reality, which is then intertwined with culture 
and social life. By probing a human’s relationship with the world, we discover the nature of 
the relationship. Phenomenologists state that a human’s relationship with the world is 
intentional, which means that behind every act there is a meaning. Reality is not neutral, in 
every observation there are intentions, as interests and beliefs, towards something. The 
experience is formed through meanings, which are essential objectives according to the 
phenomenological research. (Laine, 2001.) 
 
Studying the meanings is based on a hypothesis that human behavior is mainly intentional 
and human reality is constructed by meanings. We are not born with the meanings that 
make sense in our reality; thus they are formed in our lives by our culture and social 
community where we belong. We give certain meanings to our life realities as a part of a 
certain culture. As a part of a certain community and culture we share mutual traditions and 
meanings, and have common experiences that have formed through culturalization and 
socialization. However, every person is unique, and according to Gadamer, hermeneutical 
research does not aim at inductive reasoning (i.e. general propositions are derived from 
specific examples). Hermeneutics sees uniqueness as more interesting than generalizations. 
(Laine, 2001.) Nevertheless, in this research, I have aimed for abductive reasoning
2
  
because I feel that it is the ideal type of reasoning for this study (it will be discussed more 
in 4.4. “Data Analysis” chapter).  
                                                 
2
 Abduction is a form of logical inference that goes from data description of something to a hypothesis that 
accounts for the reliable data and seeks to explain relevant evidence. The term was first introduced by the 





From a certain point of view, phenomenological research can be seen as focusing on 
individuals, not aiming to illustrate universal generalizations. As such, it aims to understand 
a human beings’s own world of meanings. In this study, this refers to: experiences, cultural 
aspects, and the nature of FWBRs. Meanings can be approached only through 
understanding and interpretation. (Laine, 2001.) This research probes a FWBR from the 
viewpoint of an individual’s experience. This is discussed with a meaning analysis, and is 
examined by identifying the particular features that create a meaning for FWB. The result 
of the meaning analysis is constructed by the different aspects of meanings. For example, 
as nature, social experiences, values and moral dilemmas (Laine, 2001).   
 
Next, I will present Stuart Sigman’s (1995) conceptual framework from his article “Order 
and Continuity in Human Relationships: A Social Communication Approach to Defining 
´Relationship´”. This approach is consistent with social communication theory, and it 
offers an analytical discussion for the concept of a relationship. The first key aspect of the 
theory claims that: “Communication is the study of the characteristics and consequences of 
messages, not the characteristics of people” (Sigman, 1995, 189). It argues that, 
communication must become meaning, message and/or information as its analytical starting 
point. This approach indicates that social structure, personality, cognition, and culture are 
not the phenomena to be studied. Rather the basic unit of communication analysis is 
meaning. Sigman (1995, 189) sees the meaning as “a feature of conjoint action” (i.e. the 
action of multiple participants), which is produced in and during moments of situated 
behaving. The meaning is located in people’s publicly displayed and coordinated behavior 
with each other. This is an essential concept because the communication discipline is 
concerned with how it is that meaning comes to be. (Sigman, 1995.)  
 
Sigman's second principle derives from the first: “People and their relationships are 
constituted and engendered by messages" (Sigman, 1995, 189). It sees communication as 
the output of an already existing and independent person. Sigman argues that “persons are 
themselves organized clusters of meaning, continuously produced in and through a 
community’s behavioral processes” (Sigman, 1995, 189). According to this view, persons 
are the products, not producers, of communication. It is as if persons are derived from 
communication, rather than the initiators or sources of communication. (Sigman, 1995.) 
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Contrary to the traditional psychological view, a person is not considered as a cognitive, 
but rather as a cluster of meaning (Sigman, 1995, 189; see also Gerlander, 2003, 16). 
 
Sigman sees the relationship, which derives from the sociocultural heritage, is a category of 
meaning that is constructed in interaction by the participants of a certain culture. This 
category of meaning defines identities for people; people with defined identities create a 
relationship among and between each other, they produce rights and responsibilities across 
space and time. According to Sigman's communicative view, a relationship is not an entity 
from which communication emanates; rather it is a location in the ongoing behavioral 
stream. However, communication is an essence for a relationship to actualize, as if the 
relationships shared by persons are to be viewed as themselves created, constituted, and 
sustained, or dissolved by communication. Relationships are seen as cultural constructions. 
The negotiation of relationships occurs within a framework of cultural and social 
constraints about persons, power and relationships. Relationships are not seen as fixed 
entities, they are in flux, and they are shaped by community expectations and social 
behavior. (Sigman, 1995, 189-191; see also Gerlander, 2003, 16.)  
   
Sigman distinguishes relationships as two types: a social relationship (i.e. interpersonal / 
societal relationship that we have with one another, e.g. friend, colleague, spouse), and as 
an interactional relationship (which derives from a person's face to face interactional 
dealings with others, e.g. lecturer-audience, speaker-hearer, questioner-answerer). These 
two relationship types organize the category of meaning in a way that rights and 
responsibilities are given by their respective communities. Rights and responsibilities can 
be very different, and as such can be thought of as the dimensions of meaning defining 
particular relationships. (Sigman, 1995.) Moreover, McCall defines a social relationship as: 
“a symbolically recognized probability of recurring interaction between two persons as 
distinctive individuals, based on some functional fit between their respective roles and/or 
selves" (McCall, 1970, 172). I feel that his definition is in line with Sigman's view and can 
be emphasized in this research. Relationships are seen as categories of meaning that 
establish identities and associations for persons. Communication, as an academic discipline, 









In this research, I refer to FWBR as a social relationship. I am interested in examining more 
of Sigman's (1995) semantic features in this study because during the research process and 
during the interviews, it appeared that Sigman's semantic features were found throughout 
the interviews. Hence, I will discuss the compatibility of these features (rights and 
responsibilities), and meaning construction, in the "Results" and "Discussion" chapters. 
Next, I present Sigman's six semantic features. In addition, I have developed some 
questions that will help determine if FWBRs are compatible with Sigman's distinction of a 
social relationship:  
 
(1) Projected time duration: "Relationships are defined by the amount of time the co-
members are expected to commit to it and each other, and by the patterning of expected 
activity within the proposed temporal framework. Although, certainly subject to negotiation 
and alteration, husband-wife relationships are usually thought of as permanent, enduring 
and until 'death do us part'. Extramarital relationships, however, such as affairs and one-
nights stands are assumed to be of relatively brief duration…". (Sigman, 1995, 193-194.) 
As an assumption then, it appears that FWBRs seem to be considered to last “for a while” 
but not for “a lifetime”. This makes FWBRs unique compared to other social relationships. 
The questions to be asked concerning FWBRs are: Does a FWBR have an expiry date?; Is 
there an optimum length?; For how long can this kind of relationship last?  
 
(2) Degree of on-callness: "Social relationships may make use of face-to-face interaction, 
but the degree to which they are dependent on such co-present events is varied". For 
example "American husbands and wives are expected to spend periods of co-present time 
with each other; and in health care relationships, doctors are expected to be accessible for 
face-to-face dealings with their patients". (Sigman, 1995, 194.) Sigman's definition could 
be interpreted as directing the focus towards questions such as: Are there some expectations 
set?; Is a FWB-partner worth relying on?; How much do participants keep contact in 
FWBR?; Do both parties keep contact?; Are encounters planned or do they happen 
spontaneously?  
 
(3) Interruptability: "Related to the co-presence or on-callness demanded by the 
relationship is the degree to which interruptions in co-presence may alter the relationship 
definition. Death, taking out the trash and going to work or school all extract different 
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prices from social relationships." (Sigman, 1995, 194.) How much time do participants 
spend together in FWBRs?; How often do they need to see each other to maintain the 
relationship?; How much time can they spend time apart and still maintain the relationship?  
 
(4) Exclusivity: "How many relationships like the target one is a person allowed to engage 
in? Some relationship categories do not permit more than one instantiation at a time (again, 
husband and wife pairings in non-polygamous societies)…" (Sigman, 1995, 194.) Are 
FWBRs considered exclusive?; Is there a possibility to be involved with other people at the 
same time?; What are your thoughts and feelings about having a FWB on the side, apart 
from your committed relationship?  
 
(5) Nature of on-behalfness: "The interruptability of a relationship and its exclusivity 
presuppose that relationship members may be allowed to interact and engage in (certain) 
relationships with members apart from the target relationship. In some of these 'external 
dealings', the relationship member may be asked to serve as a representative to outsiders on 
behalf of the relationship co-member(s). In what ways are the relationship members 
empowered to represent the relationship to others or commit the relationship to certain 
courses of action? This is a question that generally may be asked of social but not 
interactional relationships." (Sigman, 1995, 195.) How do participants present the FWB-
partner to others, or do they?; Do participants talk about their FWB-partner openly to other 
people?; What do they call her/him?  
 
(6) Stages: "…there is a set of folk beliefs, socio-cultural expectations that may or not may 
be followed, regarding relationship progression. These included ideas concerning the 
initiation and termination of particular relationships (appropriate contexts, personnel, and 
behavioral strategies) and the logical progression of stages and the behavior associated with 
each stage once the relationship has been established." (Sigman, 1995, 195.) What are the 












4. Research Design 
 
This study elaborates on lived experience, and thus, follows a hermeneutic 
phenomenological approach. The purpose of phenomenological research is to question 
what something is really like and discover the nature of lived experience (van Manen, 
1990). Phenomenological research does not aim for generalizations (Laine, 2001). Neither 
does this research. Rather, it aims to understand the meanings that research subjects 
individually provide while referring to the phenomenon investigated. The goal of 
hermeneutic phenomenological research is to develop rich or dense textual descriptions of 
the act of experiencing the phenomenon investigated in a particular context (van Manen, 
1997).  
 
This research was designed to let data to speak and reveal its essence because the 
phenomenon of FWB has not been researched this way before. As follows, in chapter 4, 
I will start presenting the aim of the study and the research questions. After, I introduce 
the participants of the study and show how the data was collected. The data has been 
researched holistically in keeping with van Manen’s (1997) wholistic approach method. 
In addition, qualitative content analysis patterns have complemented the hermeneutic 
phenomenological approach as an iterative process when contrasting data with the 
previous research.  
 
4.1. Aim for the Study and Research Questions 
 
This study aims to increase our understanding of modern relationships and define the 
friends with benefits phenomenon. I will aim to explain the phenomenon through the 
interviewees’ real life-experiences. FWBRs are examined in relation to other similarly 
constructed relationships (friendship and romantic relationships). Also, the study aims to 
discover if there are variations in the type of FWBRs among the informants. The 
informants’ experiences are also placed in the context of Mongeau et al.’s (2013) seven 
types of FWBRs. The narratives are also examined in relation to Sigman’s (1995) 
viewpoint of the relationship as a category of meaning with its semantic features. The 
study establishes what a FWB relationship is, co-constructing it with informants’ 
perspectives. The aim is to find out what kinds of features create meanings and construct a 




The main research question: 
 
 What are friends with benefits relationships? 
 
The study is also designed to answer the following sub-questions:  
 
The sub question 1: How do the informants define FWBRs? 
The sub question 2:  What meanings do the informants attach to FWBRs? 
The sub question 3:  Which semantic features construct FWBRs? 
 
Considering the cross-cultural position of the research, the cultural aspects are also 
evaluated. When it comes to drawing distinctions between American and Finnish culture, I 




When considering the FWB phenomenon, are there differences between Finnish 
and US informants?    
 
According to these research objectives, I will discuss the findings in the results chapter and 




The only criteria for selecting the interviewees were that they currently have, or have had, 
(according to their own interpretations) FWB relationships. Tuomi and Sarajärvi (2002) 
think that interviewing is a good research method because the researcher can choose the 
participants who have relevant information and experiences about the topic. I chose the 
participants whom I thought would be able to shed light on the phenomenon and give 
greater insight about the topic. The participants were found through the snowball sampling 
method (Tuomi & Sarajärvi, 2002). Finding volunteers to participate was surprisingly easy 
and effortless. I collected 21 interviews altogether; ten interviews (5 women, 5 men) in 
Finland (eight in Helsinki, one in Espoo, and one in Tampere), in July - September 2011, 
 25 
 
and eleven interviews in the city of San Francisco, October 2011 - February 2012 (5 
women, 6 men).  
 
At first, I was unsure how I would find the participants for the study. I knew the study may 
be challenging because I was choosing a variety of ages, both genders, and participants 
from two different countries. The original plan was to focus solely on men over thirty years 
old. Yet, I found that there was a great amount of enthusiasm from both sexes to be 
interviewed. However, I wanted to provide a more holistic understanding of the 
phenomenon from a point of view that has not been researched before. In addition, I 
limited my study to considering only heterosexual people (as far as I knew). Despite the 
diversity in San Francisco, I covered only Americans who were born and brought up in the 
US, however; it turned that one of the interviewees had Canadian origins.  
 
I interviewed my friends and other people through my social network. My friends and 
acquaintances also gave me contact information of some people who would be interested 
in being interviewed. I did not know most of the people that well, or at all, beforehand. I 
had met some of my interviewees randomly only once or a few times; for example at social 
events, at doctor's appointment, or casually at my work place in San Francisco. I was not 
able to interview all the volunteers, due to the scale of the Master's thesis. I ended up 
conducting several interviews, because I found them intriguing and useful for the research 
project.  
 
The participants’ relationship history and their current relationship status varied. I 
interviewed people from different ages to provide a holistic approach. The youngest of the 
interviewees was 24 years old, and the oldest was 54 years old. There were females and 
males in their late twenties, thirties, and people around forty. Unlike the existing literature 
(e.g. Bisson & Levine, 2007; Epstein et al., 2009; Hughes et al. 2007; Goodboy & Myers, 
2008; Knight, 2009; Puentes et al., 2008), I preferred to interview adults rather than 
college-age students. This helped me distinguish whether a FWB phenomenon appears 
among older adults. I aimed to find my interviewees outside of college surroundings. 
Amongst the participants, there were differences in their educational backgrounds. Mostly, 
they were academically educated. Besides one, all had some academic background in 
universities, or in polytechnics. Their degrees varied from Bachelor’s to Master’s, and 
there was one Doctorate. Many fields and occupations were present: for example, in 
business (business developer, supervisor, consultant, sales professional, and marketing); in 
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the arts (author, hip hop artist, designer, photographer, and sports producer); in healthcare 
(medical doctor, chiropractic doctor, and massage therapist); and in education (university 
lecturer, educator, developer, and academic researcher).  
 
4.3. The Half-structured Theme Interview 
 
In hermeneutic phenomenological human sciences, the interview method serves very 
specific purposes: 1) “it may be used as a means for exploring and gathering experiential 
narrative material that may serve as a resource for developing a richer and deeper 
understanding of a human phenomenon”, and 2) “the interview may be used as vehicle to 
develop a conversational relations with a partner (interviewee) about the meaning of an 
experience” (van Manen, 1990, 66). The interviewing method was a natural choice for me 
because this study aimed to systematically collect information about participants’ 
experiences as a way to understand the phenomenon. This in-person interview approach 
was ideal, because considering the topic, interviewing allowed me to explore people's 
experiences in a flexible way. Both varied and past experiences were discussed. The 
research topic was sensitive so I had to make sure that the interviewees felt comfortable 
sharing their personal thoughts with me. This kind of method was helpful because the 
interviewees started to consider things that they have not thought of before. (Hirsjärvi & 
Hurme, 1982.) 
 
As a researcher, I thought that using half-structured theme interviews would ease the 
analysis process and comparison of interviews. However, I wanted to hear interviewees’ 
stories in their own voice, so half-structured interviews provided greater breadth and 
richness in data, when compard to structured interviews (Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007). Hence, 
there was freedom for a participant to respond to questions, and narrate their experiences 
without being tied down to specific answers. I had to be careful though that I did not 
mention my thoughts when co-constructing the interview structure. With this method, I 
still had control over the interview situation, and I was able to carefully shift the 
conversation to the next topic when needed (Hirsjärvi & Hurme, 1982). I aimed to 
construct my interviews so that they follow the phenomenological tradition. The interviews 
were open, natural, conversational, and the interviewees’ narratives were not limited 
(Laine, 2001). As van Manen (1990) states, the key thing in the hermeneutic interview is to 
 27 
 
keep the question (of the meaning of the phenomenon) open, to keep the researcher and the 
interviewee oriented to the substance of the thing being questioned. 
 
Conducting the Interview 
 
I wanted to keep the interviews fairly conversational and situational. With half-structured 
interviews, I was able to ask about things spontaneously. Additionally, it was possible to 
explore more, if some interesting topics arose. In the course of the each interview, I was 
able to decide on the sequence and wording of the questions which suited to my topic. 
Despite this, I was prepared for the fact that the participants’ stories will vary. Because 
this, it was not possible to follow a one common pattern to conduct each interview. (Patton, 
2002.)  
 
The volunteers only knew the topic beforehand, thus they did not need to get prepared for 
the interview. Before starting the interview, I told the volunteers that it is not necessary to 
answer all the questions, and that they can quit the interview whenever she/he feels like it 
(National Advisory Board on Research Ethics in Finland [TENK], 2010.) I handed out an 
informed consent document to sign, which provides information about the research (see 
ATTACHMENT 1). To conform to good scientific practice (TENK, 2010), I considered 
ethical issues, especially when interviewing volunteers about sensitive topic. Thus, besides 
sufficient information, other ethical principles were also concerned, such as confidentiality, 
consequences, and privacy (Hirsjärvi & Hurme, 1982). In addition, it is essential in an 
empirical research to avoid statements that can reveal the identity of the informant (Tuomi 
& Sarajärvi, 2002; TENK 2010). All the interviews were conducted in person. I offered to 
do a group interview twice, but interviewees preferred to be alone due to the sensitiveness 
of the topic. The interviews were conducted in cafes, bars, terraces, my home, the 
interviewee’s home, the interviewee’s office, or at the small privacy booths at my work 
place in San Francisco. I always preferred to find quiet and intimate places because the 
interviewee shared personal issues, and I recorded the whole interview. 
 
No one withdrew from the study, or refrained to answer any of the questions. To my 
knowledge, none of the interviewees experienced uncomfortable moments. I felt that in a 
short time, I was able to build up the trust and respect with the participant, to the extent 
that she/he felt comfortable to disclose personal information. The interviews did not 
proceed chronologically, because their experiences varied.  However, the each question 
was guiding the interview towards the next question. I covered all the same themes with 
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each participant (see ATTACHMENT 2 for the interview questions). In fact, I noticed that 
people were interested in volunteering information and talking, so I did not need to 
motivate participants (Hirsjärvi & Hurme, 1982), and they did not except anything as a 
reward. Most of the time, I offered a cup of coffee as a thank you for participating. Some 
have told me that I should have charged them as I adopted the psychologist role. As well, 
Lazarus (1977) agrees that the interview situation might offer therapeutic outcomes for the 
interviewee if she/he feels heard and understood (as cited in Hirsjärvi & Hurme, 1982).   
 
The interviews lasted from 41 minutes up to 2 hours 11 minutes. An average length for an 
interview was an hour. Overall, there were 24 hours of interview to transcribe. I 
interviewed and transcribed the script of each participant in her/his own language, whether 
it was English or Finnish. I saved the recordings on my computer as a wma-format. Using 
media player to listen the interviews, I transcribed the interviews into a word-document. I 
overlooked irrelevant parts, and made notes from some parts. Overall, there were 180 
pages of transcribed material. (Font: Arial 12, spacing 1).  
 
4.4. Data Analysis 
 
According to van Manen (1997), phenomenological themes may be understood as 
structures of experience offering a thick description of phenomena. The aim of 
phenomenological data analysis is to “transform lived experience into a textual expression 
of its essence – in such a way that the effect of the text is at once a reflexive re-living and a 
reflective appropriation of something meaningful” (36). Phenomenological descriptions are 
rich and evocative, invoking in readers the phenomenological nod in recognition of a 
phenomenon so richly described that they too may have experienced. (van Manen, 1997.) 
Hermeneutics adds the interpretive element to explicate meanings and assumptions in the 
participants’ texts that participants themselves may have difficulty in articulating, for 
example, tacit practice knowledge (Crotty, 1998). 
 
According to van Manen (1990), phenomenological method encourages data to speak. 
Hence, that approach seemed ideal for interpreting and analyzing personal narratives in 
addition to content analysis. I observed the similarities with the content analysis method. 
Patton (2002) explains that “Content analysis is used to refer to any qualitative data 
reduction and sense-making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material and attempts 
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to identify core consistencies and meanings” (Patton, 2002, 453). However, according to 
van Manen (1990) there are differences between phenomenological method and content 
analysis. He points out that a content analysis method requires that it is specified 
beforehand what the researcher wants to know from a text. The criterion is positioned 
beforehand by identifying certain words or phrases that reveal, for example, the extent to 
which the text displays about cultural bias. (van Manen, 1990.)  
 
Conversely, van Manen (1990) feels that the method of content analysis suggests that the 
researcher already knows what the meaning of the subject that she/he examines is (e.g. the 
meaning of FWB). Conversesly, Tuomi and Sarajärvi (2002), argue that by conducting a 
content analysis, the analysis can also arise from the data. Despite the contradicting 
sources, this research aims to use both, content analysis and hermeneutic 
phenomenological methodology in a way that they both compliment each other. Regardless 
of the methods, to be consistent with the analysis methods portrayed, I have pursued a 
hermeneutic strategy and wholistic reading approach according to van Manen (1990). I 
favored the idea that phenomenological human science is discovery oriented, and aims to 
discover what a certain phenomenon means and how it is experienced. (van Manen, 1990.)  
 
By understanding the data hermeneutically, the hermeneutic circle is referred to as a 
metaphor for understanding and interpretation. This is viewed as a movement between 
parts of data and the whole (evolving understanding of the phenomenon); each giving 
meaning to the other, such that understanding is circular and iterative. Hence, the questions 
remain open, and the researcher allows the text to speak, and answers will emerge in the 
text. As well, it stresses that the meaning of a text must be found within its cultural context. 
(Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007.) A hermeneutic circle is a dialog between the researcher and the 
research material, aiming to understand the other’s experiences. This suggests that the 
researcher should aim to loose her own subjective perspective, and aim to be open to the 
research object and what it presents. The researcher needs to be critical of her own 
interpretations from the start of the process. (Laine, 2001.)  
 
However, according to the hermeneutic phenomenological tradition, the researcher is 
supposed to also report her/his pre-research assumptions about the phenomenon, and 
consider them ontologically throughout the analyzing process (Tuomi & Sarajärvi, 2002). 
Within this hermeneutical circle, and by understanding each individual part in relation to 
the whole, I aimed to achieve abductive reasoning in this context. In abductive reasoning, 
 30 
 
unlike in deductive reasoning, the premises do not guarantee the conclusion. Abductive 
reasoning can be understood as inference to the best explanation. (Sober, 2009.) It 
contributes to the idea of developing the FWB phenomenon into a more known and 
tangible “best” definition. 
 
The Wholistic Approach 
 
 
According to van Manen (1990), the aim of phenomenological reflection is to try to grasp 
the essential meaning of something. Referring to van Manen’s wholistic reading approach, 
I have approached the text as a whole and tried to find out what phrase captures the 
fundamental meaning or main significance of the text as a whole. In order to come to grips 
with the structure of meaning of the text, I intended to think of the phenomenon described 
in the text as approachable in terms of meaning units, structures of meaning, or themes. 
Phenomenological themes may be understood as the structures of experience.  (van Manen, 
1990.) 
 
Before starting the analysis process, I read the transcribed text, and listened to the 
recordings over and over. Due to all the interviews, I had presumptions about the topics 
that were discussed. I probed the narratives, and started to identify the themes that began to 
emerge most frequently.  The aim was to hold on to these themes by extracting the 
appropriate phrases or by capturing the main thrust of the meaning of the themes in 
singular statements (van Manen, 1990).  
 
As a starting point, I highlighted the informant’s personal narratives that I considered 
essential for this study. I divided informants into different sections based on their 
nationality, age, and gender. From these sections, I collected the highlighted narratives of 





OPEN RELATIONSHIP / FWB 
FWB / LOVER / AFFAIR 
YOUNG VS. ADULTS 
POSITIVE / NEGATIVE 
ATTITUDES TOWARDS FWB 
LOVE 






MEN VS. WOMEN 
CHARACTER 
WHAT TO DO WITH A FWB (HOBBIES)? 
FRIENDS WITH KIDS 
HISTORY OF FWB 
COMMUNICATION IN A RELATIONSHIP 
WHAT PEOPLE WANT 
MOTIVATION 
COMPLEXITY 
SAN FRANCISCO / US 
HELSINKI / FINLAND 
MEDIA 
 
There might be a risk with using the holistic approach because the researcher might be 
trying to demonstrate all possible findings from the data. However, the holistic approach 
provides a more comprehensive explanation for a phenomenon that has not been 
investigated very much and as such, is ill-defined. Due to the scale of the Master’s thesis, 
and with the massive amount of data, I had to limit the number of themes and decide which 
themes I would discuss further. I chose certain categories from those mentioned above. I 
chose the themes which I thought came up the most and were the most meaningful for the 
informants. In addition, I aimed to grasp the themes which were the most essential in terms 
of constructing the meaning of FWBR. Hence, here are the themes that I considered the 
most essential themes to probe: 1) definitions, 2) overlapping terms including 7 types of 
FWB, 3) complexity, 4) communication in a relationship, 5) FWB relationship features, 6) 
overview of the phenomenon, and the connected motivations and values. I have probed and 
analyzed the findings in more detail in the results chapter.  
 
The research presents original quotations from the interviews to elaborate on and offer 
more concrete examples of the material (Tuomi & Sarajärvi, 2002). I feel that quotations 
emphasize the interviewees’ own voice, which I want to demonstrate. Also, presenting 
quotes from the participants will enhance the reliability and credibility of the research 
(Tuomi& Sarajärvi, 2002, s. 22; TENK, 2010). In the next chapter, I present all the 
quotations in English. I have translated Finnish quotations into English (the original 
quotations in Finnish can be found as an attachment, see ATTACHMENT 3). The excerpts 
are numbered and after each excerpt, interviewees are presented according to their gender 




I have used the following notation for transcription:   
 
I:  Interviewee 
R:  Researcher 
[ ]  Researcher clarifies the subject concerned 
(.);(4)  Short pause; Pause length in seconds 
Who  Strongly expressed 
(Laughing) Researcher's own comments about the situation 
(--)  Unclear part 
…  Text is missing 





The results chapter will shed light on the informants' interpretation of what FWBRs are. 
Various fragments in the data were identified and interpreted as meaning constructions that 
illustrate FWBRs. Section 5.1. presents the ways that informants define and conceptualize 
the phenomenon. Next, section 5.2. shows the different communication patterns that are 
specific to FWBR. After, section 5.3. probes Sigman's (1995) semantic relationship 
features, that can be connected to FWBR. To conclude the results chapter: values, beliefs, 




This chapter will focus on defining the term FWB, as well as examining other overlapping 
terms. It also discusses the complexity of the FWBR.  
 
5.1.1. Ill-defined  
 
Throughout the research project, I encountered different perceptions of the research topic in 
Finland. Some were familiar with the term, but others may have interpreted the term to 
mean, for example, business relationship or money conversation. The term benefits was not 
always thought to refer to sex. Hence, the term’s FWB metaphorical value is highlighted 
when it is noticed that the term can be interpreted to mean other things. Not even all the 
Finnish informants were familiar with the term before they encountered this research. 
Despite this, most Finns were familiar with the English terms FWB, fuckbuddy, and 





 “I have never thought about if there’s a Finnish name, heard it first in some movie, American, 
and when I met you, I was like that describes ‘me’!” (Fin woman, 38) 
 
Give what the informant above says, it seemed that people started to recognize these 
relationships in their lives when they heard more about the topic. In contrast, it appeared 
that the meaning of the term was evident to the Americans. The American informants felt 
that the term has been around forever and that it is well know everywhere in the US. An 
American man (44) stated that: “It’s a concept which is in the cultural air”. The Americans 
had heard the term at high school in their teens, or from the media. In this research, I 
examined the history of the term, and its origin. I asked the informants if they felt that 
Americans have branded the phenomenon. 
 
Excerpt 2. 
“Yes, probably [considers branding]. In my view, friends with benefits was really born out of, 
you know college campuses, where you suddenly throw all these young people in to a  
campus, like all together and they wanna start have sex with each other, but they just don’t 
wanna have sex only with one person entire time. But they don’t wanna cause social 
disruption, and this is the sociologist viewpoint, so you put all this people in the same place, 
but you have the concern of jealousy disrupting, and disrupting social cohesion, and disrupting 
the social order on campus, so the thing to deal with that is, well we are gonna have sex with 
each other but we are gonna be friends, there is this specific name for this, and it’s 
something that doesn’t exist in the other parts of the culture but on this campus this 
exists, and it’s friends with benefits.” (US woman, 27) 
 
As the excerpt above displays, all the American participants agreed that the phenomenon 
was strongly related to college campuses. It was even seen as directly connected to the 
cohesion of the college-culture. Americans had a similar view as the earlier research, that 
FWBRs are mostly seen as undergraduate college students experimenting with sexual 
relationships. One American male that was interviewed (in his forties) remarked that 
according to his dating experiences with younger women, FWB is a typical relationship 
type for a person around twenty-five.  
 
Moreover, older adults (over thirty) adopted the term FWB to characterize their ill-defined 
relationships. However, it was more common for older adults that they did not define their 
relationships. They were also not aware of the variety of the terms surrounding FWB. Each 
relationship is unique and has its own characteristics. Thus, participants found it 
challenging to define or put a label on a relationship. I asked the informants if it is even 




Interviewees mentioned that FWBRs are ill-defined, and in a grey, murky area.  They 
agreed that there is no agreed definition, in Finnish, or in English. Nevertheless, all the 
informants acknowledge the nature of FWBR, in terms of that they all have experinced at 
least one of that kind of relationship. One informant's response shows that because FWB is 
not viewed as an institution, there are plenty of questions in the air:    
 
Excerpt 3: 
”There is no institution like fwb, marriage is an institution, dating relationships are 
institutions, even gay relationships are institutions in their own way, but they play with 
different rules, particularly men, but anyway, when there is no such institution, then the 
essential question is how people experience these relationships and what they mean, are they 
some established common thing, or are they something, um, weird and authentic and 
unique all the time, what is the way people talk about these things.” (Fin man, 33) 
 
Although, the informants agreed that if the phenomenon would be more recognized and 
familiar it would be easier to talk about. As the informant above demonstrates, the FWBR 
has not become an institution, so talking about that kind of relationships is not easy for 
people. Regardless, most interpersonal relationships were experienced in an ambiguous 
way. Even if FWBRs become institutionalized, it always seems to be difficult to talk about 
or define intimate relationships between two people.  
 
Excerpt 4: 
I: “I think that in relationships like these there are differences between the participants 
themselves, and of course the environment places all kinds of goals, so you can’t say for sure, 
or like all the relationships are going towards something all the time, so that defining and 
re-defining is ongoing, or like it happens or you do these actions, which make it kind of 
steadier…” 
R: “Is it necessary to define these relationships?” 
I: “I guess it is, the situation comes along so fast, even if you try to avoid defining, and you 
notice very soon, that it’s surprisingly hard. If it’s alright for both parties in the relationship, 
that we don’t talk about this or we don’t define this, then the environment starts to force 
you in that direction, that the nature of the relationship is somehow defined, or that there’s 
some name for being together.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
It was also common for other informants to try to avoid defining the relationship. As the 
informant above describes, for the other people it seemed unbearable if the relationship was 
not explicit. Outsiders made conceptualizations and judgments about the others' 
relationship. For example, one American woman (27) got judged at high school that she 
had FWBRs; one Finnish woman (25) was told by her friends that she was just fooling 
herself and that she was actually in love with her FWB; one American man (34) was told 
that most likely they will get married at some point; and one Finnish woman (36) was told 
that she was just wasting time if she does not get rid of someone because she was not 




5.1.2. Simple as well as complicated 
 
As the previous studies show (e.g. Mongeau et al., 2013), likewise, this data proves that 
FWBR appeared to be simple and complicated at the same time. Informants connected 
certain attributes to FWBRs which may portray the relationship to be simple, for example: 
care-free, non-committed, easily accessed, light, safe, casual, and not effort- or time 
consuming. In terms of being complicated, a Finnish woman (29) described that there is 
uncertainty with FWBRs. In her opinion a FWBR cannot be taken lightly by both parties. 
The informants agreed that there is no need to put the same amount of effort into FWBRs 
as committed relationship requires. This American woman (26) stressed that there is no 
need to be constantly checking with your FWB-partners.  
 
Excerpt 5: 
”It’s very simple [describes the relationship], for example, I have friends, who have been 
friends with me, like we play golf together, and we just spend time together. We don’t have 
any, you know chemistry or vibes between us, or actually there must be something because I 
wouldn’t have sex with just anybody, but it’s like, there are these occasions, when I’m like hey 
now I’m real horny, so I can call this friend and be like, how about if?” (Fin woman, 38) 
 
Informants were doing the same activities with their FWB partner as they would do with 
their friends, or their committed partner (i.e. having cup of coffee and talking about their 
day, going to eat, or to the movies, watching television, and doing sports). However, there 
were no expectations going on dates, informants described time together as hanging 
out/around. Time together was described as little bit of companionship and some sex (US 
woman, 27). Even if FWBRs were on one hand considered simple, according to most of the 
informants, maintaining FWBRs was not easy. However, the informants agreed that all 
relationships are most likely challenging to maintain. In most interviews, it was speculated 
that romantic feelings might get involved, and things might get confusing. 
 
It was noted that FWBRs were considered to be something less than a romantic 
relationship. However, there had to be some kind of feelings, or attraction, but no romantic 
love feelings. Hence, this notion differs from the previous literature. Most of the previous 
studies strongly argue that FWB has a betweeness quality, and romantic feelings are most 
likely to develop. This may lead to starting a romantic relationship (see e.g. Mongeau et al., 
2013). Among all the narratives, there were no cases where romantic relationship had or 
would have been initiated. But many informants mentioned that they knew someone whose 




5.1.3. Variety of terms used 
 
Other similar, complimentary terms for FWB emerged during the research process.  In 
American interviews, the other terms mentioned were: fuckbuddy, bootycall, lover, one-
night stand and open relationship. Additionally, one American man (42) mentioned NSA 
(no strings attached), and friends plus. These terms were used interchangeably with the 
term FWB. It was obvious FWB was referred to through a variety of terms in English with 
English speakers. All Finnish interviewees agreed that English terms (like FWB, 
fuckbuddy, bootycall, lover) were often used as anglicism, and the use of the terms varied. 
Finnish interviewees were asked how they would translate the term FWB, they were asked 
what terms they used when they talked about these types of relationships. The following 
terms were also encountered outside of the interviews by observing everyday 
conversations. The terms collected in Finnish: ”hairahdus, vakipano, YYA-sopimus, ystävät 
herkuilla, sunnuntaipoika, naapurinpoika, seksisuhde, säätö, erityisystävä, ystäväplus, 
hoito, kenguruhoito, tyttöpoikajutskailua, toyboy, rakastaja(tar), ystävä x, salarakas, 
mieslaastari.” Also the terms rebound and laastari were mentioned when hooking up with 
someone after a break up. The term hook up is perpetually used in previous research but in 
the interviews of this research it was not found. Additionally, participants were calling 
people by their names if they were mentioning their FWB partner in a conversation. It was 
obvious that younger adults (under 33) coined more terms, and older adults did not prefer 
using any terms.  
 
The previous literature (e.g. Garcia et al., 2012; Jonason, et al. 2013) matches the concepts 
of FWB, fuckbuddy, bootycall and hookup. In this research, it was concluded from the 
interviewees’ answers that fuckbuddy was the most interchangeable term with FWB. 
Whereas, in this research it appeared that there are subtle differences between those two 
terms. Some of the interviewees considered FWB the same as a fuckbuddy. More often, 
FWB was seen as a deeper relationship than a fuckbuddy relationship.  
 
Excerpt 6: 
“Fuckbuddy is someone who you just have sex with, that's not your friend. That's not your friend, 
why would you call that friends with benefits if that's not your friend? I mean someone goes 
and pays for a prostitute you know every two weeks, that doesn't make that person your friend. I 
mean it could eventually become friendship if you are actually talking to each other, and not just 
going about your business. Eventually it could become friends, I guess, it's possible. It could 
become a relationship but even it's a type of relationship, but I wonder if it's friends with 




Most informants, as the excerpt above demonstrates, feel that you need to know, and have a 
relationship with a person before you can call it FWB. It was interpreted from the data that 
sexual encounters do not necessarily lead to FWBR. There needs to be more bonding time 
to form a FWBR, not just a series of sexual acts. Unlike in the existing literature, it is a 
noteworthy observation that continuing sex (i.e. serial hook-ups) would not be FWB per se 
according to the data of this research. 
 
The term bootycall was differentiated from the term FWB, but seen as similar to 




I: “Bootycall is someone who you come home, you’ve been at the bar the whole night usually 
sitting around feeling really horny, you may have not spoken to them four months, five months 
and you just call them up and you are just like what you doing? Do you wanna have sex? 
That’s a bootycall.”  
 R: “Ok.” 
I: “Fwb is that they are in your social circles, you see them when you are out, you are friends 
with each other like you have a social relationship to start with, and then you have sex. I mean if 
you wanna think of the progression, you would have a one night stand, it goes to bootycall 
when you are having sex and then friends goes to fuckbuddy when you are having sex. You 
have these social bonds somehow or you know each other already, there’s something else 
there that leads to that, that otherwise it’s just a bootycall. Just somebody’s phone number that 
you have on your phone.  
(US woman, 27) 
 
The informant above demonstrates that a one-night stand may develop into a bootycall if 
sex continues. The development of FWBRs was also discussed. The interviewees were 
asked: can a FWBR come from a one-night-stand, and is it required to know the person 
beforehand in order to start a FWBR? The opinions of the informants were mixed because 
each case and each relationship are always unique.  
 
An American woman (27) also proposed that the term FWB might begin to loose its 
meaning if people are using it too much to describe all kinds of relationships. She thought 
that people are starting to use instead of FWB rather the term lover. In particular, older 
Americans (over 35) prefered the term lover, however a lover-relationship was considered 
more intense and caring. The word lover also might have referred to an affair outside of the 
committed relationship. It was also asked whether or not you can call your affair FWB. 
Also, it was discussed whether or not you need to be single only to have FWBRs.  
 
Excerpt 8: 
I: ”...It’s possible that the sex in a committed relationship is not enough.” 
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R: “So you mean that you can have friends with benefits while having a committed 
relationship?” 
I: “Mmm-mm.” 
R: “So it’s not necessary for both to be single and free.” 
I: “Well, no.” 
R: “And this concept works outside your committed relationship as well?” 
I: “For me it works and has worked. But I don’t know which direction I’m heading with this, 
but so far I’ve had people outside my relationship, with whom I’ve shared a deeper 
spiritual connection with or something for a while now.” (Fin man, 40) 
 
 
It was mostly agreed that FWB can be contrasted with an affair, as the informant above 
suggests. It seemed that the term FWB had a more positive connotation than talking about 
cheating. Also, polyamorous relationships, as secret affairs versus open relationship were 
referred to in the interviews. The concept of an open relationship was clearly separated 
from FWBR because it was seen as a committed relationship. Hence, one informant (US 
woman, 37) felt that you can have FWB partners besides your open relationship.  
 
To conclude the observations and feelings of the informants, it is challenging to define the 
term FWB and the other overlapping terms because there are lots of different 
interpretations.  Informants in both countries used the terms in an overplapping way in 
different contexts. Most informants were confused about the differences between the terms, 
but they relied on their own interpretation when using them in the interview. It was also 
noticed that the informants might have changed their opinions during the interview as they 
began to reflect on their own thoughts and as they started to define and understand their 
own relationships. 
 
”Seven types”  
 
 
I referred to Mongeau’s et al.’s (2013) study about the seven types of FWB relationships in 
my interviews. All the interviewees could recognize the seven relationship types from their 
own lives. They were:  true friends, network opportunism, just sex, three types of transition 
in [successful, failed, and unintentional], and transition out (Mongeau et al. 2013). Most 
said that they felt that their experiences cover all the types. However, they did not consider 
all the types as FWBRs. All informants agreed that not all of the sub categories would go 
under the FWB term. Mongeau’s et al’s sub categories were considered too broad and seen 
as different types of relationships than FWB. Most informants suggested that the umberella 
term should be different. For example, an American woman (27) suggested: “I feel that 
there’s gotta be a better umbrella term for all that because friends with benefits, it’s for 
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those that want to be so specific, like I feel like the umbrella term for that is, it’s just young 
people hooking up.”  
 
Especially, transititon in states were considered as a progression or a normal route for 
dating, and as leading into a relationship. While trasition out was considerer as going away 
from the relationship (i.e. ex-sex; Mongeau et al., 2013). Just sex was referred to as a 
fuckbuddy relationship. True Friends was the one that was connected most purely to the 
FWBR. One new category was observed from the data: transition in friendship. 
 
Excerpt 9: 
“I wouldn’t necessarily allegorize it that much, like if you leave a relationship or only sex 
remains, I wouldn’t call it “a fwb”. It’s the remains of a relationship in a sense and I might 
be naive, well actually I really am, but I see fwb as a clear and a pure thing, and for me it has 
been a thing that gives a certain mental image. And I’m sure for most people it’s like, they 
think there are problems involved and it might lead into a relationship, or the start of a 
relationship, like a warm-up. Fwb is like when you’ve been friends with someone for a 
while now, and then you end up having sex and you’re like hey this is fun let’s do this for 
a while, then the other one starts a relationship and it ends, or this sex thing is not ok anymore, 
let’s stay as friends.” (Fin man, 27) 
 
The informant above idealizes FWBR as clear and pure. Most informants wanted to make it 
clear that FWBR should be more simplified, and that is why Mongeau et al.’s study was 
considered confusing. It was observed that informants disagreed with Mongeau et al.’s 
findings. However, it was because of Mongeau’s study that the informants started 
identifying some of their previous relationships as possibly being FWBRs. Mongeau et al.’s 
latest study emphasized my notion that the current research seems to become even more 
blurry, the more the phenomenon is investigated. Hence, it can be seen as desirable that 
different types of relationships are acknowledged.   
 
 
5.2. Communication Patterns  
 
FWBR communication was researched as it appeared to the interviewees involved in these 
types of relationships. This chapter presents the FWBR communication patterns that were 
examined in this thesis. It appeared from the data that there existed difficulties in talking 
about being in a friends with benefits relationship. It seemed that topics as relationship’s 
state, status, and sex were even avoided. The participants were also asked why it is so hard 
to talk about the FWBR situation and sex in general. Furthermore, it was examined where 
the lack of explicit communication in a FWBR may lead. Even if the informants desired 
and aimed for clear verbal communication, but being clear was not always clear for 
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everyone. However, it seemed that each relationship found its communication consensus. 
In most FWBRs it seemed that there existed mutual silent understanding of the nature of 
relationship. It was observed that participants were not willing to self-disclosure in FWBR. 
At the end of this chapter, variations in the participant’s attitude towards self-disclosure in 
their relationships are discussed. 
 
5.2.1. Difficulties in talking 
 
In her Master’s thesis, Ruonala (2012) has researched, from a Finnish women’s 
perspective, that talking about sex is very challenging for a couple in a committed 
relationship. This research also explored whether or not participants faced some difficulties 
talking about the state of their relationship or just talking about the sex in their FWBR.  
 
Excerpt 10: 
R: “Are people more hesitant to talk about sex in the fwbr than in real romantic relationships.” 
I: “I mean it depends on the person, but I think people would be more hesitant to talk about 
it in a fwbr because communication is a hallmark in a relationship, so you are crossing 
those boundaries as you wanna keep it light and friendly and you avoid heavy discussions 
or anything like that becoz then it would prove it’s fear.” (US woman, 27) 
 
People were cautious that they did not push too many boundaries in FWBRs. Heavy 
discussions (about sex and relationship status) were regarded part of committed 
relationships, and those topics were mostly avoided in FWBRs. It appeared that there was a 
certain kind of appreciation for one’s privacy, and people did not want to disturb that.  
 




“Americans' sexuality is silent, you do not talk about it, you don't talk about it if you are in 
fwbr - No, unless the two people involved are really mature about it and they know that 
they are having sex and they are not committed and they can be really open but in my 
experience that is incredibly rare, it’s incredibly rare to find people who identify their desires 
and verbalize them.” (US woman, 27) 
 
Older (over 30) informants in particular felt that communication comes with age. Some 
informants also emphasized that mature people valued communication in a relationship, 
and were more willing to communicate.  However, many informants, especially American 
men (over 35), were concerned about poor communication in FWBR. All the participants 





Why it is so hard to talk about? 
 
It appeared that the participants sometimes found it difficult to talk about state, status, or 
sex in their FWB relationship. Some informants mentioned that there were no expectations 
or commonly accepted ways to talk about FWBRs. They mentioned that there lacked a 
code for talking about FWBR, and this made talking about it hard.   
 
However, almost all interviewees felt that the topic will be discussed more in the future 
when the phenomenon will become more acknowledged. A Finnish woman (44) remarked 
that open discussion would require time, research, and talk shows in Finland. She felt that 
people will start to understand and accept these kinds of relationships over time. 
Informants from both respective countries considered that the phenomenon has not been 
openly discussed in the media. They thought that Hollywood movies provide an unrealistic 
picture of real FWBRs. However, popular culture also made the informants think more 
about what they were doing. 
 
Excerpt 12: 
I: “It's becoming a mainstream, now that it's publicized, I think it's been happening you 
know hundreds of years ago people have had this type of relationship, but like you said, it 
doesn't get talked about, and doesn't get talked about between two people who are in the 
relationship, they don't sit down and have a heart to heart saying, hey this is what i feel, 
and this is how makes me feel, how do you feel, its almost like this type of relationship 
should have like a psychologist buffer just to make sure everybody's being honest, 
everybody's sharing, and everybody is healthy because it should be healthy, if it's not 
healthy it's no good. But most people they don't find a healthy balance.”  
 R: “Why is that, why is it so hard for people?” 
I: “Because there are so many things to balance, like i said, it's all publicized now, before 
when no one talked about it, you didn't have to worry about people knowing about it or 
people talking about what they knew about it. You never heard about it, so also people 
that did this stuff basically did it all in private. Basically never talked about it, you didn't 
hear opinions in the news, you didn't have to read about it in the paper, and when you don't 
need to think about it, how easy it is to do, you know, that’s how honest good people get 
caught with things like stealing money from work. If you can do it and get away with it, how 
easy is it to just continue to do it, you know. But now it has become so publicized that it 
makes you to think about it more that you want to, if you are in it. You know and you see 
these movies and this and that, if you watch it and if you are really mixed up inside these 
movies are just emphasizing that, and giving you other things to think about.” (US man, 34) 
 
 
Besides the informant above, others informants felt that the FWB relationship does not get 
talked about between the participants. The informants considered the phenomenon 
ambiguous, and often the participants involved in FWBR were not being honest with each 
other about how they experienced it. As the American man above describes, the 
relationship might get unhealthy if people are not ready to honestly share their thoughts. 
This can be seen as one reason why people sometimes felt that FWBRs were unhealthy. All 
the informants agreed that these kinds of relationships have always been around, but that 
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lately they have been publicized as the informant above describes. It can be interpreted 
from the excerpt above that there is more pressure to talk about the relationship as it 
becomes more acknowledged and accepted. Therefore, people cannot avoid responsibility 
for their actions.   
 
The excerpt below demonstrates that talking is difficult because a FWBR is seen to be 
constructed in certain way, and this is considered as very problematic.  
 
Excerpt 13: 
I: “I think the concept of fwb at least exists in the United states it bothers me the way how it is 
constructed the idea that there needs to be this necessary distance between two people 
that you can’t totally really care about each other. Ummm, that bothers me a little, and I 
think of that, I don’t know if I wanna use the word unhealthy coz it’s a little bit stigmatizing, I 
think to use a very academic term it can be very problematic. Because what if people start to 
develop feelings for each other and they are already in this position where they can’t, there’s a 
social prohibition about speaking about it and then they start having these feelings that they 
not supposed to have in their fwb relationships, and they start to feeling confused, they don’t 
want to, or know how to speak about it, they start acting weird, I think that’s an issue. “ 
R: “Does that happen often, or is it almost always that the other person develops stronger 
feelings than the other one or?“ 
I: “I wouldn’t put it that way, I would say that it can be a breakdown of communication that 
people are thinking things that they are not saying out loud so they start acting strangely 
with one and other and their thoughts are coming out in their actions in really weird 
ways. Umm, and it makes things awkward, weird.” (US woman, 27)  
 
 
The woman above demonstrates that there is a constructed idea that in FWBR a certain 
distance should be maintained. She points out that as a starting point, participants in FWBR 
are not supposed to develop feelings towards each other. The informant above felt that 
there is a social prohibition on talking about it. People were also hesitant if the other one 
was developing romantic feelings, even if the other one did want to push the boundaries 
and talk about it. Turning points in a relationship (e.g. feelings developed) might cause 
disruption in a relationship and that might affect behavior in a relationship. The excerpt 
above also highlights the idea that the unhealthy stigma attached to FWBR might come 
from the notion that people cannot share their feelings honestly because they feel that it is 
not appropriate to burden a relationship that should only be light and fun. However, the 
lack of explicit communication may lead to unfavorable situations. This is discussed in the 
following section.  
 
Lack of explicit communication 
 
All the informants desired clear, explicit communication so that there would not be any 
misunderstandings, conflicts, hurt feelings, or messy situations. Nevertheless, these 
communication objectives were not always successful. The lack of communication got 
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people in unfavorable positions or caused regrets, for example, one of the informant’s FWB 
partner got pregnant:  
 
Excerpt 14: 
“You would take all precautions to not to get pregnant! Hello, you know, lack of 
communication was what got me a son, you know. I was thought that she is taking a birth 
control. She ran out, and instead of telling me she kept having sex with me, and bam, I got 
pregnant.” (US man, 34) 
 
Especially, the older American men (ages in 34, 35, 37, 42, and 44) were emphasizing the 
value of the communication. They tend to speak more, and share their feelings and thoughts 
about all their intimate relationships. An American man, 35, only regretted, in his 
relationships, that he should have been clearer about his relationship objectives so he could 
have avoided some messy situations.  
 
All the informants wanted to be fair to the other participant. Even if the participants were 
emphasizing the clarity of verbal communication, they did not consider the non-verbal 
communication.  However, there was one example where even if the participant felt that he 
was clear verbally, he did not succeed at being clear non-verbally.  
 
Excerpt 15: 
“The older I get, the more mature I get, the more I like to clarify things, but I think there 
always is a, umm, starts, there's a silent understanding absolutely, but it's good to have a 
verbal understanding occasionally to make sure it's still aligned, there was a lover, that I 
had no intention of being with, and I was clear with that on a lot of levels but I wasn't 
physically clear with that, you know, and I mean the level on that intimacy and passion 
that we had, that's what she read into it, right. Even though I said I’m not, you know, 
analytically and logically not gonna be anything more than this, but it was like, she never 
heard that, even though we talked about that frequently. But she heard what her body 
and intelligence were saying: “This is the guy”. And everything else was kind of discounted. 
And for me, it was the physical part was discounted, but rational part was dictating that where I 
go. Like for me it's very dictating to have friends with benefits.” (US man, 44) 
 
As Lehtonen (1998) suggests, for communication to succeed, the communicating parties 
must share an area of mutual understanding and communicative consensus. He sees 
communication as exchanging the message (Lehtonen, 1998). Referring to Lehtonen in this 
setting, (the excerpt above), the communication process is not complete because the 
receiver has not fully understood the message of the sender. In this context, sex could be 
seen as a tool of non-verbal communication, and also as a non-verbal message. In the 
excerpts above and below, the verbal and non-verbal messages contradict each other. 
Consequently, it may lead to cognitive dissonance (i.e. a feeling of discomfort when 
simultaneously holding two or more conflicting cognitions; see Griffin, 2008). To interpret 
excerpts (13 and 14 below), the women's intelligence and body contradicts his rational, 
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analytical, and logical verbal messages. It is as if women feel strong sexual chemistry 
towards men and continue the sexual relationship, wanting it develop further, but the men 
do not want the same thing. 
 
It appeared that it was a common idea that the other participant in FWBR will start wanting 
something more out of the relationship. However, in this data only two women (Fin women 
25, 29) were observed as wanting something more from their FWB partner at some point. 
They thought that they were fine with the situation, but they said that they fooled 
themselves.   
 
Excerpt 16: 
I: “I was in a state where I wasn’t true to myself and did not talk honestly with this 
person…”  
R: “When you agreed to be friends, did that mean you would still have sex or how did you 
define your friendship?” 
I: “Well, we never defined it. Maybe we kind of talked about it, that we are just friends, or 
we didn’t define what kind of friends we were, we just defined that we weren’t dating. It went 
fine, or at least the guy made it very clear, like you don’t think we’re dating from now on or 
anything. Now that I think about it, we really had chemistry and we knew we’d deviate sooner 
or later. 
R: “You still wished something more from the relationship?” 
I: “Yeah.” 
R:”Did you ever talk about it?” 
I: “No I was so scared that if I talk about it then I make him feel uncomfortable.”  
(Fin woman, 29) 
 
The excerpt above also demonstrates that the guy tries to be clear verbally that the 
relationship will not develop, but the woman sets more expectations. It was also discovered 
from the data that people avoid talking about the relationship and pushing the boundaries 
because they were afraid of losing the person and relationship. It was observed from the 
data that the lack of explicit communication might have led to a confusing situation 
because the relationship was not discussed openly. This may have led to regrets and 
lowered the self-esteem of one of the people in the FWB relationship.  
 
5.2.2. Communication consensus 
 
According to communication accommodation theory (see e.g. Griffin, 2008), it is common 
that a person adjusts one’s communication to adapt to a certain speech culture. In this 
context, as an excerpt below demonstrates, it is common for a participant in a FWBR to 
adjust his communication with the other participant in a relationship.  
 
Expert 17: 
“I’m sort of the malleable personality, and what I mean by that is that I adjust to whoever 
I’m with. And maybe it sounds like an excuse, but in some cases I’m very much able to be 
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clear, and this is mostly when I’m feeling from her that she is also able to be clear and 
appreciates clarity. And in cases where I don’t get that feeling, it is much harder for me to 
be clear, because I might start down a path, and feel sort of an unwillingness to talk about it 
with her and then drop it.” (US man, 40)  
 
It appeared that each relationship was different for each participant, and the willingness to 
communicate always depends on the other person involved. It appeared that each 
relationship found a communication consensus (whether it was effective communication or 
not). 
 
Katriel and Philipsen (1990) describe that uncovered meanings and premises give credence 
to a recognizable way of speaking of the researched society. Among the American 
informants the term the talk showed up frequently from the data. The informants felt that it 
was something that people had to deal with when it came to the prospect of a committed 
relationship. Among the Finnish informants the same ideas as “we should talk about the 
relationship”, were also regonized from the data. That communication pattern can be seen 
as that way of speaking itself, as a code or system of meanings (Katriel & Philipsen, 1990).  
 
Excerpt 18: 
“Fwbr kind of means to me that neither party wants to commit so things are left unsaid or 
open to interpretation by each person participating in that relationship. So as far as you 
want to be in a committed relationship, talk is completely necessary so that both will 
understand each other and be on the same page.” (US man, 37) 
 
The talk was considered to be a serious conversation about a relationship state or status. It 
was seen as necessary in a committed relationship, but there was no need for the talk in an 
uncommitted relationship like FWB. However, the talk was necessary if the participants’ 
expectations were not the same in a FWBR. For example, if the other one wanted to get 
more serious. The talk was often seen as a turning point which could change the 
relationship’s nature. In most times that was not desired at all. Also, normally the length of 





One participant (US woman, 24), said that people never agree to be in FWBR: “it just 
happens and people don’t talk about it”. A minority of the participants reported agreeing 
on the relationship status straight away in the beginning of the FWBR. Some of them 
agreed upon the status of the relationship at some point during the relationship. Many 
informants agreed that there was a silent understanding going on. Both participants 
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acknowledged the nature of the relationship, but there was no need to talk about the 
relationship status, state, or sex.  
 
Excerpt 19: 
R: “Do you ever talk about the nature of your relationship?” 
I: “No.” 
R: “No?” 
I: “We talked about it once and that was many years ago.” 
R: “And he is satisfied?” 
I: “Yeah, there is a kind of a silent understanding, like there is no time frame, though I know 
it can’t go on forever like this.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
 
Sharing the idea of silent understanding did not mean that people felt that they were poor 
communicators or that they were afraid of talking. It seemed that simply, there was no 
need for them to talk if they were satisfied, as the excerpt above shows. FWBRs were seen 
as temporary, so there was nothing said about the relationship’s future as well. This notion 
can be positioned to align with Lehtonen’s (1998) view that for communication to succeed, 
the communicating parties must share an area of mutual understanding and communicative 
consensus. According to Sigman (1995) and Duck’s (1988) viewpoint, in this context, 
sharing the silent understanding was a mutual consensus for the participants’ in their 
speech community. It can be interpreted that there is participants' mutual construction that 
they have the feeling that they are in a relationship with one and other (Duck, 1988). 
 
5.2.3. Minimum self-disclosure  
 
Theoretically, self-disclosure is a powerful tool for developing intimacy in personal 
relationships (Altman & Taylor, 1973). According to most of the informants, they felt that 
they did not have the desire to self-disclosure themselves to their FWB partners. A FWB 
partner was considered as a friend, and not positioned as a best friend or as a romantic 
partner to whom the informants would tell everything. Often, it seemed that participants 
only shared the basic amount of communication that was necessary to maintain the 
relationship. One interviewee described that in her FWBR, they did not show emotions, 
there were no fights and nobody had the right to get offended, because the relationship 
lacked a layer (=kerros):  
 
Excerpt 20: 
I: ”...It’s missing a some kind of layer. This layer would make it possible that there’s 
fighting or being offended or maybe someone is being offended, but I know that I am not.” 
R: “Do you show any emotions in that relationship or do you talk about your emotions?” 
I: “Well not really, maybe we fool around, but we don’t really show emotions that much.” 
R: “Do you miss that one more extra layer or are you satisfied with this?” 
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I: “I am. I find this really enjoyable, and this is a situation where I can breathe. I don’t know if 
it’s because of the person involved or is it me, or is it all these previous things, but I just need 
the space in this one right now. I don’t know for sure yet, but it looks like all this suits the 
other party as well.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
The lack of this layer ensures that there is no need for the informant to self-disclosure and 
she can remain in her own space. This lack of a layer comparison can be contrasted with 
Altman and Taylor's (1973) social penetration theory and their onion stage model. The 
metaphor about an onion's layers describes a person's personality as a multi-layered onion 
with a public self on the outside and a private self at the core. As a relationship develops 
through time and intimacy, penetration goes through a number of stages, deeper and deeper 
into private and personal matters, to unfold and to reveal the core of the person. They 
believe that through this self-disclosure, one becomes vulnerable to another person and by 
this process, a close relationship can develop. (Altman & Taylor's 1987.) In FWBRs, 
avoiding vulnerability can be shown in many ways, for example, as avoiding fights and 
serious talks, and by not showing emotions. It appeared, as well as referring the excerpt 
above, that becoming vulnerable is frequently avoided in FWBRs.  
 
Accordingly, there were a few exceptions among the informants whose desires for self-
disclosure in FWBRs differed from the mainstream. For example, one participant (Fin man, 
40) felt that FWBRs were more honest than romantic relationships. He claims that people 




I: “…it [FWB] begins more honestly. People dare to be themselves more than in a more 
traditional relationship. For one reason or another in an intimate relationship people are 
not that open.” 
R: “Ah.” 
I: “When you have met, and then fallen in love, you start building the relationship in a different 
mode altogether, so when you’re not trying to build anything, you’re not ashamed at all. 
You basically learn from each other. First of all jealousy is not immediately part of it” 
R: “So you feel that in friends with benefits relationships like this, you share more than for 
example in your own committed relationship?” 
I: “Maybe a little more openly.” (Fin Man, 40) 
 
 
The informant above felt that people can be more honest in their FWBRs. He considered 
that if people do not try to build anything they do not need to be ashamed, and they will 
self-disclosure more openly. Contrasting the two excerpts (18 and 19) above, it appears that 




All these communication patterns which were explored: 1) difficulties in talking, 2) lack of 
explicit communication, 3) silent understanding, and 4) minimum self-disclosure were 
observed to relate particularly to communication in FWB type of a relationship. As a result, 
these findings may portray as contradicting the participants' desires about communicating 
more in their FWBR. However, most times participants found their communication 
consensus which pleased them.  
 
5.3. Relationship Features  
 
The relationship features of FWBR were observed also during the interviews. They became 
evident as similarities started appearing repeatedly, thus developing the nature of the 
phenomenon through the method of a hermeneutic circle. Understanding and interpretation 
was circular and iterative. The features that emerged from the data seemed to fit the 
purpose of Sigman's (1995) definiton of social relationship. Hence, I aimed to contrast 
recurring patterns from the data with Sigman's six semantic features. Sigman’s (1995) 
features are: projeted time durations, degree of on-callness, interruptability, exclusivity, 
nature of on-behalfness, and stages. Sigman (1995) argues that social relationship is those 
dimensions of meaning that define its rights and responsibilities. Therefore, as follows I 
have explored FWBR as a meaning category and contrasted my findings as features of 
meaning to define a particular relationship. I have re-named some of Sigman’s features to 
compound for the nature of FWBR. Besides Sigman's features, other features emerged from 
the data. These features were considered specific to FWBR. They are: no commitment, 
safety, and suspended.  
 
5.3.1. Six semantic features 
 
The six semantic features (referred to Sigman's, 1995, original features) in this context are: 
1) expiry date, 2) no expectations, 3) distance, 4) non-exclusive, 5) there is no significant 
other, and 6) untraditional stages. They are discussed as follows.  
 
Expiry date  
 
The informants mainly felt that FWBRs should have an expiry date. Especially young 
people (under 29) saw that it is a temporary, casual relationship. However some older 
people (over 34) felt that the relationship could last forever, but it most likely changes its 





“They can continue over a whole life time, but they don’t refer to it like that anymore.” 
(US man, 40) 
 
The relationships' projected time duration varied among the informants from three weeks 
up to eight years. The average length was a few months. In particular, the relationships 
where the participants lived far away from each other were seen to last the longest period of 
time (for years). Thus, they did not meet very often, for example, only a few times in a 
year. The FWBRs that started from one-night stands were the shortest ones. The longer the 
relationship lasted, the more problematic defining the relationship became. Time always 
formed the relationship. Moreover, one informant (Fin woman, 29) mentioned that there 
was a need for a check up after a certain time frame. Informants also felt that the talk was 
needed after a certain time frame. As such, the relationship changed its form, or ended, if 
there were further expectations: 
 
Excerpt 23:  
“I mean it depends on expectations. Some people could do this for their whole life maybe. But 
as soon as that instant when you start thinking maybe I want more from this person, I don’t 
think it’s fwb anymore.” (US woman, 34) 
 
When compared to Sigman’s defined features, FWBR has a unique feature because the 
relationship is not even expected to last per se. Generally, the research assumed that people 
do not want to make unmeaningful and disposable relationships. Concequently, in this 
context, FWBRs were not even expected to transform into something else, for example, 
into deep friendship or romantic relationship.  
 
No expectations  
 
There was no specific degree of on-callness with FWB. Interviewees felt that the same 
behavioral rules and responsibles were applied with FWBRs as with friends (e.g. respect, 
keeping promises and agreements).  
 
Excerpt 24: 
“I mean the minimum obligations, you know, don’t be non-communicative, communicate, if 
you text somebody, that hey do you wanna meet up tonight, that doesn’t mean get back to me 
in three days, respond to it like you would to a friend if your friend would asking you do you 
wanna go out tonight, you are just not gonna blow to shit to your friend. I think those rules 
absolutely apply.” (US woman, 27) 
 
Avoiding committed relationship responsibilities was a common feature for the participants 
involved in FWBRs. The participants did not set any expectations for a FWB-partner either, 
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so there were no demands, for example, keeping in contact regularly and seeing each other 
all the time, or being on-call.  
 
Excerpt 25: 
I: “Probably rules like that, and rules about just that when both share this mutual longing for 
independence, so that the days when you’re not supposed to see each other, you don’t call, and 
won’t stay in touch altogether that much… We don’t contact each other and if we see each 
other on the street, we say hi and chat for a while and then we each go our separate ways. 
It’s really simple… But one definite rule has been that in the morning we just say goodbye 
and don’t say anything about when we’re going to see each other again. 
R: “When you contact each other, is it always spontaneous?” 
I: “Well, spontaneous or not, it always happens separately, not because we agreed to do it. I 
wouldn’t tolerate something where someone wants something from me, it’s terrible with 
all that responsibility, that now he wants something and I have the power to give it or deny 
it.” (Fin woman, 35) 
 
Participants wanted to maintain their independence in FWBR. It was also a common 
feature that participants did not plan too far ahead (e.g. the next meeting). Participants did 
not set any expectations towards their FWB partner in any areas of their life. However, 





There was no specific pattern for how often FWB participants were required to meet each 
other. The meet ups varied, for example, hanging out almost every day to meeting once a 
year (or even less) in some occasion.  
 
Excerpt 26:  
“I've a different one now (means his current FWB), umm, but it's not what it used to be with 
my babymama, with her like we hung out all the time you know almost every day, I would say. 
But this one maybe once or twice a month, so it's definitely different.” (US man, 34) 
 
It seemed that FWBR lasted even participants did not even see each other regularly. 
Despite the time apart, or long distance, once the relationship was built, it was maintained. 
The relationship was seen as lasting like a friendship relationship. Although, despite the 
interruptability (time off from a friendship) of friendship.  
 
Excerpt 27:  
I: ”...Even though we haven’t had sex in like four years, I know we have this crazy 
connection. We share a lot; talk over the phone all the time… So I think of her as a FWB, that 
she is a friend who is there, but I know we have this crazy sexual passion for each other.” 
R: “Do you think that you can be FWB without having sex?” 
I: “Well no but (.), I feel that given the time and the place, we’d be all over each other.” 




According the informant above he still considers the person his FWB even they have not 
sex in years. Besides a long-term friendship, there was that sexual attraction which did not 
fade away.  
 
Though, there were pauses displayed in FWBRs, for example, if the other one started to go 
out with someone else. However, if the initiated relationship failed, there was possibility to 
go back to the old FWBR. Even if the FWBR was suspended for a while, participants did 
not feel like they were on/off relationships (see Mongeau et al., 2013): 
 
Excerpt 28:  
“I've had two relationships after starting to sleep with her [means his FWB], one lasted seven 
months, and one lasted 5 months. So it was like, I’m in a relationship now so this stops, this is 






FWB was not seen as an exclusive relationship per se. But there were differences in how 
the informants experienced exclusivity in their FWBR. Some considered (US woman, 26 
and US man, 37) that you would be a boyfriend and a girlfriend if the relationship was 
exclusive. Moreover, there were a few interviewees (US women, 24, 27, Fin man 33) who 
thought that FWB also can be exclusive. A US woman (24) had only had exclusive FWBRs 
because she could not have been sexually involved if the partner would have had other sex 
partners at the same time. There was a desire for the exclusivity because of the safe-sex. 
Hence, informants cared about the other partners, mainly because of the risk of sexual 
diseases. There were other aspects when exclusivity was considered, for example, when the 
FWBR got emotionally intense, as the excerpt below demonstrates.  
 
Excerpt 29: 
”I’ve been obliged to not be seen with anyone else, or it would count as cheating or even 
unfaithfulness, even though they really have not been committed relationships in any shape 
or form. But most of the time there are no rules, rules like those, but if it gets intensive 
emotionally, then it might be fun to go with it, but still, the step where you start a committed 
relationship, that can be really far away from it…”(Fin man, 33) 
 
 
Exclusivity was mainly seen part of the committed relationship. Normally, there was no 
need to talk about other sex partners. They did not want to know because it was not their 
business. Mainly, there was no right to be jealous and no need to talk about other partners 
so that no one would get offended. It was common that informants allowed themselves to 
have multiple FWB partners at the same time. There were two US men who thought that 





“…I had other fwb and they were at the same time, and I felt it was right for me to tell them 
and I told them both, and they stopped having sex with me for a few weeks. And they both called 
me and started up again, so it can happen. But if I am, you know with someone I like and wanna 
get to a relationship, I’m like wow this has to stop coz that's not right with that.” (US man 34) 
 
There is no significant other 
 
Sigman's (1995) idea of on-behalfness was interpreted to mean the ways in which 
participants experienced their own identity through the person in a FWB relationship, and 
how they presented their relationship to others. Informants did not represent their FWB as 
FWB to others in public. Most times if they even introduced the person, they preferred to 
describe them as my friend.  
 
Excerpt 31: 
“You don’t introduce them, ‘hey this is my friend we’ve been fucking’.” (US woman, 27) 
 
The terms FWB and fuckbuddy were not seen as polite ways to address someone, so those 
were not preferred. However, if the participants have agreed on the state of the relationship, 
and they were fine about it, they could have used those terms when talking to each other, or 
to other people: 
 
Excerpt 32: 
“I remember having dinner at my cousins' house and his parents talking about it (meaning his 
relationship), and I was using the word fuckbuddy in front of them. Like you know, that's 
what we do and we are ok with that. Why aren't you guys, why aren't you guys put your ---. 
and they got uncomfortable but hey they brought it up. I can talk about it, I got my 
convictions about some, and I can stand by them, you know.” (talks intensively) (US man, 
34) 
 
Most times unfamiliar people or strangers did not understand the nature of the FWBR, this 
was one reason why informants did not talk about or present FWBRs to other people. For 
others, FWBRs appeared as a complicated romantic relationship, yet they often saw a FWB 
dyad as a couple. Mostly, informants only talked about FWBRs with their closest friends. 
Two informants (US men, 35, 37) mentioned that they talked about their FWB to other men 
only if the person was attractive. They admitted that it was due to their shallow ego.  
 
Excerpt 33: 
“Of course with your friends (about talking to whom), totally, it's the whole reason why I do 
it.” (Gives an ironic laugh). (US man, 37)  
 
Informants were not hiding their FWB partners, but it was a common thing that FWBR 
were not displayed publicly. Informants were not ashamed of their FWB, yet it appeared 
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that those relationships were kept private. Moreover, one informant (excerpt below) felt 
that it was connected to maturity and that you agree on things and then do not reveal them 
in public.  
 
Excerpt 34: 
“…But it can be fun and two people can find that comfortable level of communication, you 
know it can be fun, sex is fun. I think the most important thing is the level of maturity. 
Because not only do you need to gonna be mature in, you know, hey I respect my friend, but 
in general how do you treat each other, you know, when you guys hang out in public you 
know it should be the same as it always was. It shouldn't be like now I’m smacking your ass. 
Like you know doing different things kinda bring that sexual play into it… Not something you 
do front of the public, because that's a different type of relationship. Public displays of 
affection, I believe belong in boy and girlfriend type of relationships, dating type of 
relationships, but when you agreed you know I’m having sex with my friend, ok that's 
something that you do behind closed doors,  just like, if you would go with a prostitute, you 
know. You just don't go that hey you don't do pretty women nowadays hahaha (laughs). Hey 
prostitute we are going out for dinner, and then, you don't do that, you know what I mean.” 
(Both laughs) (US man, 34) 
 
The informant above emphasized the respect towards a partner. This was an important 
aspect for everyone. Most participants in FWBRs felt that they were respected and that they 
respected their partners. It seemed like it was a common feeling that showing public 
affection did not belong in FWBRs. Hence, the informant above states that it is something 
people do behind closed doors, and compares that humorously with prostitution. 
  
It was obvious that the participants experienced strong independence in a FWBR. Their 
FWBR did not define their identity. FWB pairings did not consider themselves a dyad like 
people do in most romantic relationships. Rather they considered themselves two people 
who cross paths once in a while. 
 
Excerpt 35: 
”Well maybe it’s about what you feel about your own being connected to that other person, 
I mean when I’ve been in a so called committed relationship and there’s that feeling, that role, 
that now I am this person’s girlfriend has been very strong, and that has defined the 
whole relationship and everything you do in it very strongly. And this thing we have now 
doesn’t have it. I’m still the same person I would be with anyone and I don’t feel any 
different from what I feel right here with you.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
This informant thought that she was involved in a FWBR. However she was not sure how 
her partner experienced the relationship.  
 
Excerpt 36: 
I: “Well, I’ve been thinking that I don’t feel like being in a relationship and if some stranger 
would ask me my status, I’d probably say that I’m seeing someone or that I’m hanging out 
with someone.” 
R: “What would this man you’re seeing say to this?” 
I: ”He’d probably say that he’s in a committed relationship.” 
R: “But, um, you allow yourself to see other people?” 
I: “I’ve allowed it yes, but I have no one else in sight at the moment.” 
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R: “Does this man know this?” 
I: “No.”(4) 
R: “Do you think that he doesn’t have anyone else or doesn’t see anyone else?” 
I: “I think there is no one else.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
The research examined whether or not the participant can be involved in a FWBR without 
knowing it. The excerpt above is an example of that kind of situation because the 
informant's partner most likely felt that they are in a committed, monogamous relationship. 
The relationship status was not agreed upon so that is why the woman gave herself the 
freedom to meet other people. This may portray as an unfair situation and an example of 





There were common patterns in FWBRs with regards to how they started and how they 
ended. There were fewer examples about relationships where participants have been friends 
for a long time and then initiated a sexual relationship. Mostly, people were acquaintances 
before adding sex into a relationship. After stirring sex into their relationship, most of the 
time they adapted to that type of relationship, and did not plan ahead 
 
Excerpt 37: 
I: ”Well this started in the usual way, in the post-relationship rebound-situation you 
needed some bandage, which I picked up from a bar. As a matter of fact I knew the person 
beforehand and knew that this one would suit the purpose just fine.” 
R; “And then it just kept going like that?” 
I: “Yeah and it kept going as unattached and undefined and in the end it lasted for a year 
before, so it’s very hard to say what it was all about.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
 
The participants were asked if a FWBR can start from a one-night stand with a stranger, or 
does there need to be a friendship beforehand in order to call it a FWBR. Regardless, the 
one-night stand seemed to be a typical initiation for some informants, and most 
interviewees agreed that friendship can start developing after the one-night stand: 
 
Excerpt 38: 
”FWB usually starts with a one-night stand. The next day she/he comes back to get her 
umbrella for example. That’s how it typically starts.” (Fin man, 33) 
 
As such, it was observed that FWBR relationship stages did not follow the traditional 
theories about relationship development. For example, it differed from Knapp and 
Vangelisti’s (1991) staircase model of relationship stages that portrays the progression of 
an interpersonal relationship between two parties. Their stages are composed of various 
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steps that highlight the importance of disclosure and shared knowledge in relationships. 
They identify the following coming-together steps as; initiating, and experimenting, (both 
involve asking questions and gradually moving into topics that are more important to both 
individuals), intensifying (significant enhancement of self-disclosure with the occurrence of 
sexual relations and/or other acts of commitment), integrating (involves continued 
movement toward greater breadth and depth in self-disclosure and the accompanying 
recognition by the individual’s network of friends that they now constitute a couple), 
bonding, public commitment acts such as marriage ceremonies, living together, or other 
acts designed to indicate to others that the pair has formed a close relationship. (cited in 
Harvey & Omarzu, 1999.) It appeared that FWBRs only stayed and blurred in 
experimenting and intensifying levels, (i.e. there is a sexual relationship, however self-
disclosure varies in every relationship, but specifically, there is no commitment). 
Maintaining a FWBR was mostly considered difficult, yet maintaining any other 
relationship was also considered challenging. 
 
However, the talk might have been a turning point for a relationship. If there was an 
appropriate time or need for the talk, participants might re-evaluate the stage of the 
relationship. There was always the risk that the talk would terminate the relationship, or at 
least it would change the nature of the relationship. Regardless, besides the talk, there were 
other ways to terminate the relationship. Hence, the way of terminating FWB can follow in 
some cases, Knapp and Vangelisti’s set of coming-apart steps, which include 
differentiating, (psychological separation), circumscribing (avoiding certain topics), 
stagnating (continued creation of distance), avoiding the other, and termination of the 
relationship (Harvey & Omarzu, 1999).    
 
Excerpt 39: 
”They might erupt, they might turn into a crisis for a while, then settle into friendship, or 
maybe nothing bad has happened but you don’t just contact each other anymore, the usual 
moving into different countries or cities, or either one starts a committed relationship, 
either one falls in love with someone or something that just makes them stop or when you 
decide that it’s over or the other person decides or when I don’t have to decide when someone 
tries to call me and I don’t answer and if she tries to call again, I won’t answer it then either 
because I don’t want speak with anyone. But then after a month or two we’re like hey what’s 
up.” (chuckles) (Fin man, 33) 
 
According to all the informants, as the excerpt above also displays, FWBRs ended in the 
following ways: they just fade away (e.g. participants stopped keeping in contact), the other 
one started dating or found someone else, the other one or both got bored, did not want to 
see each other anymore, the other one moved to a different city or country, one fell in love 
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with a person outside of the relationship, or the nature of the relationship changed. It was 
also possible to put a FWBR on hold if the other one started to go out with someone else or 
life situations took the participants apart (see excerpts for interrubtability). Afterall, the 




“There shouldn't be a messy break up, I think they just fade away or it is very clear thing that 
I’m seeing someone else or I don't really feel like having sex with you right now, I wanna 
suspend this or  I wanna stop this.” (US woman, 27) 
 
 
5.3.2. Additional features 
 
Besides Sigman's (1995) features the following features as 7) suspended, 8) no 




By observing the traditional relationship stages according to Knapp and Vangelisti (1991), 
a new dimension emerged from the data that was particular to FWBRs. In contrast to the 
way that a traditional, close relationship develops, there were always limitations with 
regards to FWBR: the relationship was not expected to develop further.   
 
Excerpt 41: 
"It's capped. You know the things are capped for whatever reason, either one person, or the 
other persons needs and preferences, or just a preference not to have something that becomes 
overarching and dominant. Dominant, I don’t mean dominant in a bad way. A regular part of 
the life becomes, I guess in a normal relationship things can go to great heights. In cases 
where people don’t wanna go to great heights or whatever you wanna call it, but at the same 
time people wanna be with someone, hang out with someone who they actually enjoy, and 
have fun with, and that would be friends with benefits… Things are capped in the level of the 
emotion; in the level of time spent, level of intimacy, level of duration, something." (US 
man, 42) 
 
The informant above points out that things are capped by stating that he meant that things 
are limited. He considered that there is a covering layer and that things are not expected to 
go higher than that. There could be many reasons why things stayed capped and the 
participants did not even considered that things could develop further (e.g. there are not 
enough feelings, moving abroad, man goes to war, the other one is in a committed 
relationship/married etc.). Therefore, this feature makes the FWBR a particular type of 
relationship in comparison to a close relationship. It could be interpreted that therein lies a 
paradox because close relationships are considered to develop further through different 
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stages, as Knapp and Vangelisti (1991) suggest with their relationship stages model. Yet, in 
FWBRs participants deny the relationship steps:  
 
Excerpt 42: 
“Friends with benefits, the idea that there is no major romantic commitment that you are 
not expected to try, and push this relationship down towards the traditional relationship 
path, almost it, it is suspended. It did (.) it has no (.) it is inert, it has inert shed. The 
relationship is not moving anywhere. It's just two people who like each other, who are 
having sex. Whereas committed in relationships, I think lots of people have these 
expectations that we've been together two months now, well you know this is the next step that 
we need to take… Maybe introducing you to the parents, or the next step maybe you know 
getting a pet together, next step moving in together. And the idea of these steps is that they 
mark your relationship so, it's just that you don’t put any expectations. That’s the idea of 
friends with benefits that you don’t put any steps, there's no steps, it's inert, it stays and 
fades away, we like each other when having sex but there’s zero expectations that you are 
going to start taking those steps.” (US woman, 27)  
 
Referring to the excerpts (38 and 39) above, the interviewees saw FWBR as capped, inert 
and suspended, and as a  relationship that is not moving anywhere. There was no 
expecations to take traditional relationship steps. Informants tried to avoid some things 
that could seen as taking a step forward, for instance, meeting parents, having the talk, or 
seeing each other too often. It appears almost impossible to suspend the relationship, 
because the relationships are considered to be in flux anyway (Baxter & Mongomery, 
1996). Nevertheless, Baxter and Montgomery's (1996) dialectical tensions are a reminder 
that relationships are constantly changing.  However, some participants refuse to 
acknowledge the relationship progression. Conversely, others thought that FWB can lead to 
a real relationship. Many mentioned knowing someone who has had a FWB, and eventually 




Non-commitment was another unique feature that emerged from the data that was clearly 
related to FWBRs. This feature essentially distinguishes a FWBR from a committed 
relationship because a FWBR is experienced as casual. Reagrdless, this feature recurred 
within all the FWB relationships in the data.      
 
Excerpt 43:  
”They just lack the whole sentiment of commitment altogether… We had a mutual 
understanding of, mostly from this man’s side, we did everything you do in a committed 
relationship. There was everything, there was sex, we might go to some places together and so 
on, but something was missing on the emotional level, or at least I felt like this was going 
nowhere… I somehow programmed myself to see it as mere fun, sex and ‘see you’... I can 





It appeared in a few cases that people programmed themselves to be able to sustain the 
FWBR and the physical and emotional aspects that go with it. As the excerpt above 
demonstrates, the woman adapted her behavior with FWBR, even though she first thought 
that she wanted something more. However, the choice not to commit was made by the 
individuals involved. In most times, FWBRs were thought of as substitutes, compromises, 
distractions, fun for a while, or suitable for a current life situation.  
 
Excerpt 44: 
 “In other flip's my pattern is to date women that I'm disposable, right, so I don't have to open 
myself up and get attach or be hurt.” (US man, 44) 
 
There were various reasons why people avoided commitments. It appeared that people 
avoided getting serious and committing with one person because they were afraid of 
getting hurt, as the excerpt above demonstrates. Avoiding commitments may be due to the 
participant's age, personal issues, traumas, or character. It was speculated that it was easier 
for people to be in these kinds of relationships because they did not need to face their own, 
or the partner's, troubles. However, FWB was not seen as a light and casual relationship 
afterall. There was always a certain level of uncertainty.  
 
Excerpt 45:  
”Certain insecurity is involved. It’s hard for me to see how that relationship would be as light 
for both parties… Hmm, I really can’t say that it would lack seriousness, but some people can 
stay in relationships just like this, when you don’t have to face your own difficult sides or 
the difficult sides of the other one involved.” (Fin woman, 29) 
   
Nevertheless, the participants wanted to commit with the right person and commit to a real 
romantic relationship instead of wasting energy on people that are wrong for them.  
 
It is Safe 
 
In FWBRs the participants desired mostly sex and intimacy. However they did want to 
have sex with random people who they did not know. In this purpose FWBR was ideal, 
because it combined a person who you know already, and after having sex few times with 
the person it became familiar as well.  
 
Excerpt 46: 
“Well I get same sensation that you get in a committed relationship, when I wake up next 
to someone I know. It’s the most important part, in the morning I have a familiar face next to 
me, even if it’s not that excessive sensation of love… It’s a bit like friendship, it has the love 
but it is different, I can’t define it, but that’s approximately it. I get the same security and that 




The informants desired to committed relationships, so in same cases FWBR offered 




5.3.3. Social relationship 
 
According to these aforementioned features (expiry date, no expectations, distance, no 
significant other, untraditional stages, suspended, no commitments, and safety) the FWBR 
can hardly be contrasted as a close relationship referring to Kelley et al.'s description that: 
“the close relationship is one of strong, frequent, and diverse interdependence that lasts 
over a considerable period of time” (Kelley et al., 1983, 38).  
 
However, the Sigman’s (1995) social relationship features were observed in FWBRs. 
Though, they were modified to compound to FWBR. Referring to Sigman’s viewpoint, 
rights and responsibilities particular to FWBRs can be contrasted as a type of social 
relationship that is created in its respective communities. In this context, it can be 
interpreted that the informants of the study have organized (with the aforementioned 
dimensions) the category of meaning for friends with benefits relationship.  
 
5.4. Attitudes, Values, and Cultural Differences   
 
This research aimed to explore values and attitudes that people have towards FWBR. In this 
chapter I have presented the values which motivated people to get involved in FWBR. As 
follows, I have also aimed to find the cultural differences. Also, attitudes towards modern 
intimate relationship and sex are presented at the end of the results chapter. 
 
5.4.1. What is the motivation?  
The informants were asked what their motivation was to start a FWBR. The most highly 
valued aspects of this type of relationship were a desire for intimacy and good sex. Social 
penetration theory (Altman & Taylor, 1987) refers to a person’s decision making process 
in each relationship and interaction with another person and how it is done on a 
cost/reward scale. The concept is connected to Homan’s Social Exchange Theory (1958) 
which describes the relations of costs and rewards within relationships. Informants saw 
FWBRs as rewarding relationships because of their ability to experiment. Some 
participants saw some of the relationship features which were mentioned in the previous 
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chapter (non-commitment and safety) as good motivators to start FWBR. As the label 
benefits indicates, the relationship should remain beneficial for the participants. Hence, 
values like having fun, boosting ego, social acceptance, and good company were 
considered as rewards in a FWBR. As downsides, the costs were: investing too much time, 
effort, and energy in the wrong person, and putting unrealistic hopes into the relationship. 
Also FWBRs were seen as lowering one's self-respect, if the partner did not care enough to 
start a romantic relationship.  
All the informants (except one American man, 37) had positive attitudes towards the 
phenomenon. Whereas FWBRs were seen as lasting only for a while, most informants 
considered FWBRs as good life experiences.  
  
Excerpt 47: 
“If I find that man who I can live my life with and find that relationship I wish for. Then after 
that I see these as valued experiences, meaning I don’t regret anything. But the thought 
about it never changing and staying as indefinite as it is, is kind of hopeless. That’s when it 
seems a bit negative, yeah. (laughs slightly)” (Fin woman, 29) 
 
Eventually, the informant above, as well as the other informants, wants to have a romantic 
relationship. The woman above sees the situation as hopeless if FWBRs would continue 
for a long time. Other informants either did not see the continuation of FWBRs as 
motivating. However, no one regretted their experiences in FWBRs, even if there might 
have been hurt feelings. Conversely, one American man, 37, saw the FWB phenomenon as 
strictly negative.  
Excerpt 48: 
“I don't think that the act of sex should be a casual thing. I think the meaning behind it means 
you should have enough respect for yourself that you only wanna share that with someone you 
find extremely special.“ (US man, 37)  
 
He felt that Americans do not find meaning in their relationships anymore and that intimate 
relationships are becoming too casual. He feels that sex is an intimate act which should be 
shared with someone special.  
5.4.2. Cultural differences 
 
This study includes cross-cultural observations. As such, we can conclude that there were 
almost no cultural differences with regards to the communication patterns or relationship 
features in the data between these two respective countries about the relationships. The 
biggest differences were how people acknowledged the FWB phenomenon when 
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comparing Finland and the US. Also, the media showed more FWBRs in US culture. 
Besides the cultural differences between the US and Finland, other cultural factors like age 
and gender were considered. As such, the biggest differences were observed within 




Naturally, people change their perspective, attitudes, and perhaps even values, when they 
grow older. Obviously, the discussions were different with informants that were in their 
twenties and thirties in comparison to the informants that were over forty. The participants 
did not see that FWBR were tied to a certain age. In fact, all the participants thought, 
despite their age, that the FWBR could be seen as a suitable relationship in certain life 
situations. For example, experimenting with intimate relationships in their twenties, or even 
thirties, wanting to be more independent, coming out from the relationship/after divorce, 
and not looking for anything serious for a while. It appeared that younger people (around 
their twenties) wanted to experience more sexual encounters, whereas older people 
preferred to have less, but more meaningful, sexual encounters. Older adults all agreed that 
they thought about sexual relationships differently when they were younger. 
 
Attitudes towards FWBRs by outsiders could have been interpreted as being age related. 
For instance, a Finnish woman (36) felt that she got judged (see chapter 5.1.1.) because she 
was still having a FWB kind of relationship at the age of thirty-five. On the other hand, she 
was also admired because of her freedom. 
 
Excerpt 49: 
”When I was a student these things were normal, like everybody had something undefined 
going on, but now that you are over thirty five, a phase started where a thing like this 
doesn’t have the same appreciation or even sense of indifference, but instead the attitude 
towards it is critical and they just go on and on about you settling down. That pressure is 
really something. On the contrary, at the same time they say, or at least briefly mention, how 
many of my friends envy my lifestyle and freedom.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
In most cases, the older people became, the more they started to be pressured about their 
relationship. In other words, the phenomenon was seen as being something that young 
adults do when they are experimenting sexual relationships. One Finnish woman talked 
about her theory as to why this phenomenon is fairly popular also among older adults. 
 
Excerpt 50: 
”...You can see how it is today, in Finland and with people in their thirties at least, it’s a little 
dispersed. You see many people who are somehow lost with themselves, and a thing like this 
suits them just fine. They don’t want a committed relationship for some reason, it’s not 
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necessarily because you’re free and brisk, but instead you don’t dare to face some difficult 
issues. Rather you choose to be able to run away from that real intimacy and spiritual 
acceptance. For escaping this random thing is the really ideal surrounding. I believe this will 
increase, especially among adults.” (Fin woman, 29) 
 
The woman above points out that some people in their thirties are still looking for 
themselves. Rather than seeing people as self-confident and independent, she sees that 
adults are escaping from intimacy and avoiding having to face the other person in a deep 
level. She feels that this phenomenon will continue to grow and become more prominent 




With regards to the differences between both sexes, it was mentioned by only a few 
participants that men would see the phenomenon differently than women. Much previous 
research proves (see e.g. Mongeau, 2013) that men appear to focus more on the benefits 
and women on the friendship. That did not apply with this study. One informant (US man, 
40) even stated that he thinks that women have made up FWBRs so that they can have 
guilt-free sex and not be labeled as sluts. This notion seems to be aligned with portrayal of 
FWBR in the American popular media, where it seems that women are the ones suggesting 
the FWB-settlement.  
 
However, most participants found that media does not represent the FWB phenomenon as it 
is in real life. Some informants were even irritated with how the media showed FWBRs as 
fun and light. The media also showed that the women involved in these kinds of 
relationships were self-confident, independent, and had a good career and/or education and 
that they were fun to hang out with (e.g. Sex and the City).  Thus, the newer movies and 
television shows, for example Girls, and No Srings Attached, presented (in addition to the 
aforementioned attributes) women as emotionally damaged or emotionally unavailable. The 
media representations affected some participants. One Finnish woman (29) talked about her 
insecurities, and how the media might be misleading: people might start to picture, for 
example because of the television show Sex and the City, that those relationships are just 
something really light and casual, and that this kind of behavior is ideal for women. 
Considering her perception of how media is representing the FWB, we can conclude that 
the media may be affecting and even changing women’s sexual behavior. Age also was 
seen as affecting women’s sexual emancipation. The younger (under 35) women were 
much more insecure with their sexuality, desires and relationship objectives in comparison 
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to older women. Older woman did not care about other people’s opinions, and wanted to do 
as they were pleased.  
 
However, a few men felt that the stigmas related to women, men, and casual sex are not 
likely to change.  
 
Excerpt 51: 
I: ”…So man is a stud and women are whores.” 
R: “So do you think that this set-up will change for women, so that people don’t look at women 
like that anymore, or do you think that women are seen as whores if they have a lot of men?” 
I: “If it ever changes, it will change very slowly and I know that even in fairly smart circles a 
guy who has an uncontrollable libido and screws anything that moves, is more accepted than a 
woman who acts like that. And in more liberal circles, and I believe I’ve seen circles as liberal 
as they can get in this country, they think that way as well.” (Fin man, 33) 
 
This viewpoint was also found in the United States. Informants referred to common 
stereotypes: if a woman had lots of sexual encounters with men, then she was labeled as a 
slut or whore. The common stereotype was that women should be quiet about their sex life; 
consequently, the men can be seen as studs who could brag about their conquests. A few 
men (over 33) in both countries admitted that the number of sex partners they had used to 
be important for them. By experiencing many sexual partners, they defined their identity in 
relation women, and saw themselves as more successful and desired by women. The 
quantity of sexual partners and its value did not come up in the discussions with the female 
informants.  
 
Attitudes towards the power-balance between different sexes were also discussed. The 
participants were asked if FWBRs are equal for men and women. All the participants 
agreed that they are, or at least that they should be. Many male participants were actually 
emphasizing how much women had power over the males with their sexuality. One US 
man (37) saw women as becoming more aggressive with their sexuality: 
 
Excerpt 52: 
R: “Do you think that there are differences between men and women in fwbrs, do you think 
that it is more fair for men, like men are ruling or?” 
I:” No no, I think you know our culture is moving towards the idea you know women as the 
aggressor is ok, it's society's value I think women are getting more aggressive and able to 
express their sexuality a lot more than they used to. I think women enjoys sex as much as men, 
maybe women risk a whole lot more than men do by having sex.” 
 R: “What they do risk in your opinion?” 
 I: “By society's values: reputation, pregnancy. Yea (.) probably those two.”(US man, 37) 
 
 
The man above considers men and women’s sexual needs equal, however he stresses that 
women have much more at stake, with regards to their reputation and the risk of getting 
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pregnant. Consequently, only one Finnish woman (25) and one American woman (26) felt 
that men still think that they might be in a position of power with regards to FWBR. 
Overall, all the participants agreed that women’s sexuality has become more free and 
liberated than it used to be.  
 
5.4.3. Sexual emancipation 
 
All the informants agreed that close relationships have changed. Some informants 
speculated the possible direction for where modern relationships are going is transforming. 
A Finnish woman (29) felt that life in general was more fragmented and that human 
relationships have become more temporary. She compared today’s relationships with the 
short-term agreements in working life. Moreover, all agreed that FWBRs are becoming 
more common. However in that case, the common concern was that there needs to be more 
open discussion about it.   
 
Excerpt 53: 
I: ”But I think about these young students, you know, and as long as this FWB-rhetoric – well 
I don’t know, you have to speak a hell of a lot more about it, but as long as, now I sound like 
an old man – as long as these questions, as long as it won’t involve idolizing others’ lack of 
honor, a certain self-determination, privacy, these kinds of things and as long as there’s 
respect involved you have to talk about it a lot. And if it means it’s going to become a 
common thing to talk about, and it will, and whatever you want it to be called, if it means 
some social justification for being an asshole, then it’s wrong. Or if this FWB is as though 
reduced like it is a certain kind of thing, like ‘hey here’s this thing’, then it has to work like 
this, you know?” 
R: “You mean that this concept creates certain manners and behavior?” 
I: “Exactly. If there’s a certain set of codes, then it’s more enjoyable to work along them.” 
R: “Is it easier for people?” 
I: “I guess so, if everyone knows the rules and could just talk about it. When two people are 
together and have sex that won’t change the fact that it might be more important for the other.” 
(Fin Man, 33) 
 
It was agreed upon that the FWB topic will be discussed more openly in the future. The 
man above suggests that there should be a common code so that it would be easier for 
people to talk about and know how to behave in FWBRs. Many participants emphasized 
the meaning of respect towards the partner. Also, participants were worried that the 
phenomenon could be portrayed in the wrong way, especially to adolescents, if sexual 
encounters and relationships are reduced to casual FWBRs.  
 
An American woman (37) mentioned that the old model of pairing up is not desired 
anymore.  Participants acknowledge that people are more selfish about their own happiness 
now. It was agreed upon that that there are now a wide variety of different relationship 
types in today’s world. Hence, it appeared that the FWB phenomenon can be portrayed as 
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standing out against society’s expectations. However, most of the informants preferred the 
traditional relationship patterns. It was interesting to observe that almost all of the 
informants were single at the moment of interviewing. It appeared that everyone wanted to 
be in a committed relationship. Almost all desired to have (or they already had) a 
monogamous romantic relationship. Besides monogamy, at least one informant saw it as 
possible that he could have other FWBRs on the side during the committed relationship. 
There were at least two participants who idealized polyamorous relationships. The other 
one was living in an agreed upon open relationship. Whereas, the other one did not openly 




“Nowadays people are more emancipated, not so withdrawn. People dare to suggest and say 
that ‘hey, I think you’re really sexy and we have had a damn fun conversation’. And then in the 
right circumstances both may feel that it’d be nice to try to have sex as well.” (Fin man, 40) 
 
Generally speaking, it was considered that people are more liberated and more willing to 
express their sexual needs nowadays. The most sexually experimental ones were willing to 
have multiple sexual partners despite their relationship status. Some were also concerned 
about sexual emancipation because it might mean that people are not ready to put enough 
effort anymore into their committed relationships.  
 
Excerpt 55: 
I: “I think we are in a time especially in America were people are unsatisfied with what they 
have.” 
 R: “Why is that?” 
I: “I don't know. Could be a number of things you know, maybe it’s an internal thing about 
trying to find happiness through somebody else before they are happy with themselves. Maybe 
that's the mentality that the grass is always greener on the other side, and they are 
concentrating on a person's flaws instead of their strengths, or are able to walk away from 
them. Some people think that wow this person is great and we get along great, but think there 
might be something else out there is that mentality that you think that you are missing out 
something if you end up committing. So, you know, like marriages have been postponed, the 
average age of marriage twenty years ago compared to today, early twenties to early thirties, 
and now with women wanting to be equal, working more, and wanting more out of life. 
You know, men as well. Especially when the divorce rate is so high, they don't want to 
commit and find out later, and end up having to give up fifty percent of their earnings to their 
spouse. I mean you know nowadays there are so many negative connotations in 
relationships.” (US man, 37) 
 
The American man above talks about his concern that committed relationships or marriages 
are not desired anymore. He is concerned that people are not satisfied with their 







6.1. Conclusions and Suggestions for Further Research 
 
In this research I aimed to shed light on a unique type of modern interpersonal relationship 
by examining the nature of friends with benefits relationships in both Finnish and US 
culture. The purpose was to define a relationship that has rarely been studied before. As a 
result, the research shows that that FWB is a complex phenomenon. In this research, it was 
discovered that communication was closely intertwined with the concept of relationship. 
Thus, communication was considered to be one of the primary functions for creating 
meaning and managing the relationship. The research probed the informants’ experiences 
which were formed within their culture and their social community. The aim was to 
understand the participants’ own world of meanings, and to explore which meanings were 
used to construct a FWBR as a category of meaning. The outcome of a meaning analysis is 
determined by different aspects of meanings like nature, social experiences, values, and 
moral dilemmas. As follows, this discussion reviews: conceptualization, the dimensions of 
communication and relationship in FWBRs and the cultural values that emerged. From 
there, this research creates questions for the further research. 
 
6.1.1. Institutionalization of friends with benefits 
 
Generally speaking, a common conception is that adding sex to a friendship might confuse 
the relationship. However, this study proves that people also can become closer to each 
other through FWBRs and that sex can actually reinforce the relationship. However, 
FWBRs are often seen as being temporary and shallow. This is shown in the previous 
research about undergraduate students (e.g. Esptein et al. 2009; Mongeau et al. 2013). 
Consequently, this study argues that a FWBR can also be a deep and meaningful 
relationship among adults. With regards to the the temporary aspect, it was also shown that 
these relationships can last even for years. Each relationship is always unique, but there 
were certain characteristics that people were able to connect to FWBRs, as it appeared to 





The research argues that reciprocal behavioral and communication patterns can be found in 
FWBRs. It was shown that people recognized the characteristics of a FWBR, so according 
to Berger and Luckmann (1968) it might be possible to conclude that conventionalization 
occurs when the norms are accepted within the speech community. As such, Berger and 
Luckmann (1968) feel that reciprocal typification by certain actors leads to 
institutionalization. It was observed that informants agreed that if the FWB phenomenon 
becomes more acknowledged, and institutionalized, it might facilitate our understanding 
and discussion about the phenomenon.  
 
Hence, in this context, I apply the chicken or the egg causality dilemma. On the hand, we 
agree that when we recognize these relationships we will start to talk more about them. Or 
on the other hand, when we have started to talk about these relationships, will we start to 
recognize them everywhere? For example, Mongeau’s et al.’s study of the 7 types of 
FWBRs made my informants start to recognize many different kinds of FWBRs in their 
own relationship history. The informants started to associate their relationships, which were 
not romantic relationships, with FWBRs. Thus, it could be observed that the term might 
become more widely used if all casual relationships will be titled as FWB.   
 
However, all the participants felt that FWBRs will become more popular in the future. In 
the USA the term was familiar, and everyone acknowledged it. Finnish informants agreed 
that the term was becoming more popular all the time.  Additionally, to compare what has 
happened to the term dating: According to Poutiainen (personal communication, March 6, 
2013), dating culture was not familiar in Finland when she initiated her study 2000-2001. 
She mentions that the term dating was familiar at that time, but the participants of the study 
did not refer to the term. According to the Finnish interviewees of this study the concept 
and patterns of dating are now well-known also in Finland.  
 
Nevertheless, previous research states that hookups and friends with benefits relationships 
are replacing the traditional dating culture. (e.g. Bogle, 2008; Horan, 2013). This research 
cannot support this argument; instead it acknowledges the popularity of the aforementioned 
popularization of dating culture. As a basic assumption, this study sees them as two distinct 
entities. In this research, the informants described the time together as hanging around, not 
dating. Hence, this research demonstrated that the behavioural patterns of going on a date 
(e.g. going for the movies or for dinner) are not the only ideal way for a relationship to 
start. Also, according to the interviewees’ observations, it seemed that a potential way to 
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initiate a relationship might be also hooking up (i.e. leading to sex) with a stranger, 
acquaintance, or friend. The popularity and frequency of these two patterns (dating versus 
hooking up) as a relationship initiation would require more research in the field of dating 
and relationships.  
It was shown in this study that a FWBR is a unique type of modern interpersonal 
relationship. Usually, a friend with benefits is neither considered to be a best friend nor a 
friend for a lifetime. A FWB partner is surely not seen as the right one, but she/he may be 
the right person for certain circumstances. It was explicit in the research that the informants 
of this study sometimes differentiated FWBR from other previously discussed relationships 
(such as fuckbuddy, hookups, and bootycall). Both the interviewees and the previous 
literature agree that the aforementioned terms are used as synonyms for FWBR. However, a 
FWBR was considered to be an ambiguous relationship and making a clear distinction one 
way or the other is problematic. Each FWBR is unique, and can be portrayed, for example, 
as a temporary bootycall/fuckbuddy kind of relationship with no strong bonds; or it can be 
a very deep and emotional relationship, which was seen as meaningful and could last for a 
long time. To show the substance of the FWB phenomenon, it is important to show the 
differences between the previous literature and this research. For instance, the FWB 
literature sees FWB as having a betweeness quality; somewhere inbetween a romantic 
relationship and friendship (Mongeau et al., 2013). The informants of this study did not 
consider FWBR to be a romantic relationship at all. They felt that Mongeau et al.’s (2013) 
findings about (successful/unintentional/failed) transition in and out of relationships was a 
normal way to form a relationship or come out of one, unlike FWBR. However, a 
friendship and long-term bonds were highly valued in the narratives of this research among 
older adults. The previous literature does not discuss the nature of friendship in FWBR. In 
this research, it was identified that meaningful friendship among older adults was more 
important to the informants than the act of sex.  
6.1.2. Communication consensus   
 
In this research, communication was interpreted as being an indication of the type of 
relationship. With regards to FWBRs, it was observed afterall that they were not as close as 
a romantic relationship or a deep friendship. Hence there were no requirements to have 
deep and serious discussion about the relationship’s status or state. The term the talk 
emerged from the data among American informants. The talk was considered to be an 
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important part of a romantic relationship, but was not considered to be part of a FWBR. As 
such, the talk was seen as a relationship’s turning point. If the talk occurred, it was 
considered to change the relationship’s nature (i.e. termination or getting more serious). 
 
One noteworthy consideration from the data was that the informants’ highly respected and 
aimed for clear verbal communication with their partner. Conversely, particular features of 
FWBR were observed. Such as, difficulties in talking, lack of explicit communication, silent 
understanding, and minimum self-disclosure. Thus it was a contradiction that people 
desired to have good communiation, but they were not willing to talk. The research 
examined the question: why is it so hard to talk about the state of the FWBR and sex? 
Additionally, de Botton (2013, para 8.) introduces the question: “Why is sex more difficult 
to talk about in this era, not less?” in his online article in Psychology Today. He ponders: 
“Whatever discomfort we feel around sex is commonly aggravated by the idea that we 
belong to a liberated age—and ought by now to be finding sex a straightforward and 
untroubling matter, a little like tennis, something that everyone should have as often as 
possible to relieve the stresses of modern life"(de Botton, 2013, para. 8). The informants 
were sometimes conflicted with regards to discussing the casual nature an intimate act like 
sex. The common concern with almost all of the informants was that sex is becoming too 
casual, and that the media is even boosting its image. However, it was observed that even if 
sex and casual relationships have become much more publicized, people still seem insecure 
and vulnerable when talking about these issues. As well, Ruonala (2013) states in her thesis 
that it is challenging to talk about sex even in a romantic relationship. It seemed extremely 
challenging to talk about sex and the nature of the relationship in FWBRs. Talk was not 
seen as part of FWBRs and informants seemed to think that there was no need to burden 
that kind of relationship which was supposed to just be light and fun. 
  
Lehtonen (1998) sees that communication is exchanging meaning; he states that the 
communication process is complete and successful once the receiver has understood the 
message of the sender. The lack of communication was a typical feature for the 
participants in FWBRs. As the data supports, people who thought of themselves as good 
communicators might have avoided heavy conversations because they were not seen as 
part of FWBRs. They felt that there was no need for the talk. Hence, it could be assumed 
that the message was not delivered. However, the data indicates that there was often the 
idea of a mutual silent understanding. Hence, this observation can be positioned in 
alignment with Lehtonen’s (1998) view that for communication to succeed, it requires the 
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communicating parties to share an area of mutual understanding and communicative 
consensus. To draw a conclusion referring to Lehtonen (1998), sharing the silent 
understanding was a mutual consensus for the participants’ because this type of 
communication can be seen as being successful. Whereas, according to Sigman’s 
viewpoint, this silent communication is co-constructed with the participants to create a 
meaning. It can be interpreted that the silent understanding was a co-constructed 
communication model which worked for the participants in their FWBR. However, in 
reference to the communication accommodation theory (see Griffin, 2008), it seemed that 
each FWBR found its communication consensus based on the participants’ motivation to 
communicate and their communication preferences with each other.   
 
Moreover, the informants agreed that difficulties might occur when a relationship needs 
communication to be maintained, hence FWBR were seen as challenging to maintain. Most 
informants felt that a FWBR was not healthy if the participants could not talk about it. The 
lack of communication in a relationship may lead to the unfavorable aspects which were 
shown in the results chapter (a concrete outcome, as an unwanted pregnancy; and more 
abstractly, as cognitive dissonance). Also in some cases, there was uncertainty or 
misunderstanding and the participant did not know if she/he was involved in a FWB or a 
committed relationship. Referring to Duck (1988) the relationship should be defined by the 
participants' mutual construction where they have the feeling that they are in a relationship 
with one another. However, in FWBRs it seemed common that the feelings of the people 
involved contradict each other. It was observed that participants tried for minimum self-
disclosure that they did not feel that sharing intimate issues was appropriate in FWBRs. 
People tended to maintain their own privacy and respect the other person's privacy. Being 
vulnerable was highly avoided in FWBRs.  
 
As a proposal for the further research, I compare the respective communication cultures 
with reference to anthropologist Edward T. Hall (1989) who identifies cultures as high or 
low context in his book Beyond Culture. He explains that in a high context culture many 
things are left unsaid, letting the culture do the explaining. For example, saving face is part 
of a high context culture because it requires indirect communication. Collectivistic cultures 
like Latin America and Asian countries are considered to be high-context cultures. Both, 
Finland and the US are considered to be individualistic and low-context cultures, in which 
verbal communication is more crucial. Hence, this theory may also explain the observed 
similarities between Finnish and American communication cultures. However, the verbal 
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message should not contradict with non-verbal communication. (Hall, 1989; Hofstede, 
1991; Salo-Lee, Malmberg, & Halinoja, 1990.)  
 
Nevertheless, we explored this in chapter 5.2. (excerpt 13), where verbal (the topic is orally 
discussed) and non-verbal (physical contact) communication contradicted each other. 
Hence, the message was not clearly understood. In low-context cultures, people aim for 
clear verbal communication. However, the physical contact in FWBRs might be in conflict 
with verbal messages, thus creating two contradicting sets of emotions that may lead to 
cognitive dissonance. It might create confusion and lead to ambiguous communication 
about the relationship. It was evident, that all the informants appreciated and aimed for 
clear verbal communication. This is typical of low-context cultures. Hence, for further 
research it would be interesting to explore whether or not FWBRs also exist in cultures that 
are different from Finland and the US. The research creates a question worth exploring, if 
these relationships exist, how are they discussed in collectivistic, high-context cultures like 
for instance, African, Latin American, or Asian?  
 
6.1.3. Dimensions of relationships 
 
This study also considered a FWBR as a category of meaning. This meaning was seen as 
constructed in interaction with the participants of a particular culture. As Sigman (1995) 
proposed, the basic unit of communication analysis is meaning. The different features were 
explored which were seen as creating a meaning for a FWB category. Certain features 
emerged from the data that were particular to FWBR. They were observed and compared 
with Sigman’s definitions. It was observed that FWBRs were considered to have an 1) 
expiry date with 2) no expectations. Also a 3) distance between participants was observed 
where the participants were not required to meet regularly. FWB was mainly considered as 
4) non-exclusive, so people were allow to meet with and have sex with other people 
because a FWB partner was not considered to be 5) a significant other. The relationship 6) 
untraditional stages did not follow common expectations with regards to how an initiate a 
relationship should go (see Knapp & Vangelisti, 1991). Besides Sigman’s semantic 
features, additional features were found that were related to FWBR. The participants felt 
that a FWBR was not developing into something serious, so most often the relationship was 
regarded as 7) suspended. A common feature was 8) no commitments so people felt that 
there were not the same kinds of pressures as in a romantic relationship. However, people 
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did not want to have sex with random people and they wanted to feel appreciated. This is 
why 9) safety in a relationship was a valued feature. 
 
These aforementioned dimensions were seen as the key elements for building a FWBR. 
Hence, it may be pointed out that a FWBR could be compared to a social relationship 
according to Sigman’s (1995) perception. Even if a FWBR is seen as a stagnant 
relationship, it may be portrayed as a location in the ongoing behavioral stream. The 
participants of the defined culture recognize the rights and responsibilities that are required 
for this type of relationship to develop. We may recognize these features because we are 
part of a certain culture. As well Sigman (1995) compares social and interactional 
relationships in his theory: He suggests that dimensions of meaning define particular 
relationship. This research proposes that hookups (i.e. bootycalls) could be portrayed rather 
as an interactional relationship. This is in contrast to Sigman’s (1995) definition that 
interactional relationship derives from face-to-face interactional dealings. Therefore, we 
may demonstrate, for example, a customer/salesperson relationship as an interactional 
relationship. We acknowledge that they have a certain transaction that connects them (i.e. 
service at the counter). As a comparison, I could portray hookups like an interactional 
relationship because it seemed in most cases that sex is only a transaction between the 
participants in the relationships which were called as hookups, according to the informants 
and the previous literature (e.g. Epstein, 2009; Mongeau, 2013).   
 
Besides good sex and the desire for the intimacy, certain relationship features motivated 
people to get involved in FWBRs. It appeared that some features, which may be linked to 
romantic relationships, like possessiveness, jealousy, dependency, did not seem to appear in 
FWBRs. In comparison, lack of commitment, some distance, non-exclusivity, and no 
demands might have been seen as ideal features for a relationship, even for the long term. 
However, it is unlikely to be able to predict the development of a stable long term 
relationship according to these features. Rather, these features seem to portray the mentality 
of carpe diem, with a desire to not take on too much responsibility. The research identifies 
a concern: is FWB culture effecting and becoming mixed with committed relationships as 
this phenomenon becomes more popular? Whereas it was considered that the nature of 
dating has changed (Horan, 2013); are people starting to idealize certain relationship 




To portray exclusivity in a relationship in more detail, it was the feature that shared 
opinions among informants. Nonetheless, it was acknowledged that with dating, FWB, and 
hooking up cultures, people wanted to see other people at the same time. It was as if people 
do not want to play tennis with just one partner; hence it appeared that people want to 
experience other physical acts (i.e. sex) with more partners. It was observed that most 
informants preferred to traditional relationship patterns and monogamy. Thus, there were 
just a few informants who saw polyamory as more ideal. According to the informants, it 
appeared that people had FWB partners outside of their committed relationships. Among 
the informants, there were examples of where it was possible to talk about it openly, or it 
was not discussed at all. Talking about having a friend with benefits was seen as nicer way 
to label this than talking about cheating. It seemed that lack of communicative intimacy 
played an essential role with regards to why people had other relationships on the side 
during their committed relationship. It appeared that people did not also have the courage to 
deal with certain difficult issues with their significant other, so in some cases, it was 
preferred to talk about their emotions and feelings and be intimate with someone else 
outside of the committed relationship. There was normally no need to talk to a FWB 
partner about one's other sexual relationships. However, this research proposes a further 
research area: it would be interesting to study how people are talking about their desires for 
other sexual partners with their committed partners? Considering the informants, it 
appeared to be a communication dilemma, whether or not to talk openly about their desires. 
Cheating is considered to be taboo, and it is unclear if cheating is more common nowadays 
than it used to be. However, FWB culture indicates that people are not staying in a 
monogamous relationship for a long time with one partner; hence further research could 
examine whether polyamorous relationships are becoming more popular. 
 
It may appear that FWBRs are seen as a disposable type of human relationship. Hence, the 
informants were concerned that people in general nowadays are not ready to put in the 
effort that a committed relationship requires. As well, Bauman (2003) describes 
relationships as investments; the FWB phenomenon indicates that people are not ready to 
dedicate their resources to invest in relationships as much. However, the idea of a 
committed, romantic relationship varies across cultures, as do the ways of finding an ideal 
spouse. To draw a conclusion, according to the aspects that describe how to illustrate 
FWBRs, it seems like a paradoxical relationship. On the one hand, informants wanted to 
express their feelings, connect, and feel intimate in a relationship and on the other hand, in 
FWBRs, they wanted to maintain their distance, avoid vulnerability, and keep their own 
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privacy. At the same time, they wanted to have fun and feel safe; conversely they were not 
ready to put the effort into the relationship to make it serious and face difficult issues 
together. They considered sex to be the most intimate thing to share with someone; and 
they wanted to share that with someone who they barely wanted to know.  
 
FWBRs can be portrayed as a hedonistic relationship. When people want to eliminate 
unfavorable issues from their relationship, there is usually a downside. For example, those 
relationships might stay emotionally cold, and lead to a person concentrating on their own 
life selfishly. Consequently, a FWBR seemed to be a type of relationship, but it was not the 
relationship that participants would ultimately desire to have. By probing FWBRs, it 
seemed evident that there were a lot of contradicting forces in play. According to Baxter 
and Montgomery's dialectical perspective, they believe that social life is "a dynamic knot of 
contradictions, a ceaseless interplay between contrary or opposing tendencies" (Baxter and 
Montgomery, 1996, 3). Their relational dialectics theoretical model defines communication 
patterns between relationship partners as the result of endemic dialectical tensions. As a 
further research proposition, whereas relational dialectics are demonstrated in FWBRs, I 
would suggest taking a closer look at Baxter and Montgomery's (1996) dialectics in terms 
of applying them to friends with benefits relationships.  
 
6.1.4. Overview of the phenomenon 
 
 
As a whole, the research aimed to observe the unfamiliar phenomenon of FWB holistically. 
While the phenomenon seemed obscure, the study aimed to shed a light on the substance of 
the phenomenon. This study was cross-cultural research and it was identified that there 
were not too many noteworthy cultural differences in FWBRs between the two respective 
countries. However, to draw a general conclusion about Finnish and US; In the US, the 
phenomenon was more acknowledged and strongly related to the college culture, whereas it 
was not related to the university culture in Finland. In fact, it appears that the college 
culture and the related surroundings differ between in Finland and the US per se. The 
research observed FWBRs among different age groups, with people in their twenties, 
thirties, forties, and fifties. Hence, this study argues that the biggest cultural differences 




Naturally, people change their perspective, attitudes, and perhaps even values, when they 
grow older. Obviously, the thoughts were different with informants that were in their 
twenties and thirties than with the informants over forty. To make an interesting 
observation, the relationship features (see Chapter 5.3) did not differentiate between 
younger and older participants in FWBRs. The differences were seen with regards to 
communication, in attitudes, values, and motivation towards the relationships. Older adults 
(over 35) did not want to have short term relationships (e.g. one-night stands or hookups). 
Also, older participants were clearer about their desires and valued communication more. 
Whereas it seemed that younger adults (under 30) were thinking about their relationships 
more temporary. Age presented itself as an interesting variable that could be used for 
examining people in FWBRs. For example, the informants felt that: It seemed that people 
at their twenties were considered to have their life ahead of them, and they were entitled to 
experiment with relationships and hookups. People at their thirties in FWBRs: They were 
seen as avoiding responsibility, emotionally damaged and unable to commit. People at their 
forties in FWBRs: They might have divorced, they have learned to know themselves, and 
they were aware of what they wanted from the life, from their partner and their relationship. 
They did not try to achieve too much, they were more realistic, and they did not take things 
too seriously anymore. Hence, some were considered to be reliving their youth.   
 
Overall, the informants agreed that people are more emancipated with their sexuality 
nowadays, especially women. It was noticed that the majority of informants were 
concerned about the mentality behind modern relationships. However, overall the 
participants saw this phenomenon as being positive. They saw FWBRs as experimental 
relationships, and as a practice towards the real one. By having FWBRs, it can be seen that 
participants were using the basic human need for sexual, physical contact to stimulate the 
same hormones generated by love. As Horan (2013) ponders in his online article 
“Adventures in Dating” in Psychology Today: Love is considered to be the most profound 
emotion known to human beings. For most, romantic relationships are the most meaningful 
element in their lives. However, the ability to have a healthy, loving relationship is not 
innate. (Horan, 2013.) The informants acknowledge the challenges that surround 
discovering a romantic, loving relationship and because of these challenges, they have 






6.2. Evaluating the Study 
 
The research design considered the challenges of the study since the phenomenon was not 
previously investigated extensively. Hence, this research took a holistic approach to 
exploring the phenomenon, thus aiming for a deeper understanding. The method choice 
(interviewing), aimed to achieve deeper level of understanding. With the choice of the 
method, it was also considered that it would add value to the field of FWB research, since 
the previous research was mainly done with quantitative surveys. Nevertheless, this study 
was not designed to strategically compare the previous quantitative research with the 
qualitative aspects of this research. Mäkelä (1990) argues, since interpretation is a great 
part of qualitative analysis, repeatability cannot be seen as a reliability problem. Thus 
qualitative research should not be contrasted to a quantitative study's explanatory power 
(Mäkelä, 1990). Since the beginning of this study, the aim was to draw my own 
interpretations from the data without linking it specifically to any theoretical paradigm or 
compare it too much with earlier research.  
 
To evaluate qualitative research, the study needs to draw attention to the substance of the 
material, and the social and cultural relevance of the data. In addition, it needs to consider 
the sufficiency of data, as well as whether or not the data is comprehensive and 
reproducible, and if other researchers are able to evaluate it. (Mäkelä, 1990). Initially, the 
idea of the study was to examine the distinct cultural differences between Finnish and the 
US cultures. The cultural differences were considered and found to be relatively few. Thus, 
as an outcome, the narratives from both countries were presented together for this study.  
 
The material collection started with the working hypothesis that FWBRs would exist in 
older generations outside of the college culture. A starting point that was used when 
looking for potential interviewees was that one needed to have experienced a FWBR. At 
first, I was not too picky about who I interviewed. Later on, my study became more 
complex as I interviewed people from both genders across a wide variety of ages. To 
reconsider the choice of including both genders (because initially the purpose was to 
interview only men) was a good idea because it provided interesting considerations for the 
study (e.g. rather than just using media representations).  
 
Thus, an holistic overview as a main objective of the study is explained by the researcher's 
curiosity to draw an all-inclusive overview of different generations considering the scale of 
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this Master's thesis. It was also surprising to find that people from different generations 
were interested in the research, and that they saw it as being important research on modern 
life. I did not strategically aim to find certain age people, consequently, the different age 
groups formed along with the data collection. Nevertheless, the interviews were considered 
successful because they were well planned and tested beforehand (Hirsjärvi & Hurme, 
2009). The data became indepth and high quality because the informants were willing to 
openly share their experiences. They were trusting towards the interviewer and the 
interview situations were pleasant. I had to think about whether there would be some 
ethical problems if I interviewed people who I knew well beforehand, and if they would 
share sensitive things with me confidentially. In the end, that was not a problem. To 
consider the potential value of the rich, transcribed data, there is now an opportunity to use 
it for other further research purposes.    
 
With regards to the sufficiency of the data, the amount of informants interviewed was more 
than was expected for the scale of this study. Nevertheless, as a result, the researcher 
became more and more convinced of the reproducible aspects of the phenomenon. Because 
of the many interviews, the amount of data became massive. Hence, because of the 
massive amount of data, the research became more extensive. This created the risk that the 
topic of this research may end up being too broad to be discussed in a Master's thesis. Also, 
it was acknowledged that the study may end up only scratching the surface and will not 
delve into anything in greater detail. However, I made the decision to aim to present this 
new and little investigated phenomenon holistically as it appeared to the interviewees by 
interpreting their narratives.    
 
A hermeneutic phenomenological approach was used as a guideline for researching lived 
experience. Initially, it was thought that the study did not want to commit to any specific 
theoretical framework because it was important that the material had the opportunity to 
speak with its own words. However, there was academic literature available on FWBRs, so 
I wanted to consider that as a benchmark and as a source for theoretical commitments. In 
fact, it can be argued that after collecting the data, theory and analyzing process develop 
iteratively. For the analysis process, the hermeneutic circle seemed to be a natural method, 
thus understanding was circular and iterative. As referred to the hermeneutic circle, the 
questions remained open, and the answers emerged from the text. As well, the theoretical 
framework of this study mostly followed this form, iteratively when the interviewing 




To make the analysis process easier, qualitative content analysis was connected to distinct 
emerging and recurring themes, patterns and features. The biggest challenge was to find 
commonalities. The interviews varied because the participants' experiences varied 
significantly. Despite the fact that there was very little common ground, it made the 
analysis process interesting. Due to the variations of the participants and their experiences, 
it is the researcher's task to decide what kind of discussions to explore (Mäkelä, 1990). The 
challenge for me was to present only a few quotations and conclusions from the massive 
amount of data. As a result, I feel as though I have succeeded in to drawing useful 
conclusions. Mäkelä (1990) stresses that one of the criteria for qualitative analysis is that it 
can be evaluated and repeated. In this context, it needs to be emphasized that the results are 
interpretations of one researcher, and that others might focus on and interpret material 
differently. Aiming for objectivity in a qualitative research, it needs to be acknowledged 
that the researcher thus recognizes that his/her own subjectivity is a part of the research 
process (Eskola & Suoranta, 1998). In this research, the researcher's own subjectivity is 
considered by presenting the researcher's own questions and comments in the interview 
quotations.  
 
Considering the analysis process afterwards, I have aimed to state reasons for the 
conclusions I have drawn from the data. By following abductive reasoning, and aiming for 
the best possible explanation, this research has taken a neutral perspective of the FWB 
phenomenon. The results and the analysis in this study provide original, yet limited, 
perspective of the phenomenon researched. The whole FWB phenomenon is still 
discovering its form, thus, it is hoped that this study will stimulate further investigation in 
this field. 
 
I propose that the results might have seemed different if people would have had negative 
experiences about FWBRs. Considering the enthusiasm and willingness to talk of the 
participants, it can be argued that people with (mainly) positive attitudes towards FWBR 
gravitated towards participation in the study. Initially, it was considered that people with a 
fairly active sex life would be interested in participating in this study. Even if we live in a 
post-modern society, unfavorable stigmas might be connected to sexual activity, especially 
with women if they are regarded as having many sexual partners. However, it turned out 
that the informants did not desire to have casual sex. Hence, many casual sexual 
relationships could have been interpreted as failed transitions in to relationships.  
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The most important conclusion of this study is: that in interpersonal relationships, 
sometimes you win and sometimes you lose, like in a tennis game. Despite the risks of the 
game, there is a desire to find an ideal partner to play with. Especially when people got 
older, instead of random hookups, or temporarily friends with benefits relationships, people 
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I. ATTACHMENT 1 
 
 
Informed consent:  
 
Permission for the Interview and Personal Information 
 
 
This research is Elina Saarenmaa’s Master’s of Arts thesis for the University of Helsinki. 
The research topic is “friends with benefits relationships”. The data is collected cross-
culturally in the US and in Finland. In the US interviews will be held in the Bay Area and 
in Finland in Helsinki. The interviews will be taped, and material is used only for ES’s MA 
thesis and possible research in the future.  
 
The researcher, ES, is handling and transcribing the confidential material by herself. All the 
identities will be protected by pseudonyms, and all the sensitive information will be 




I have read the description above of the use of recordings. I understand that my 
participation is completely voluntary, and I can withdraw from the study whenever I want. I 























Amount of the FWBRs: 
 
Length of the FWBRs: 
 




II. ATTACHMENT 2 
 
 





Can you tell about your relationship? What are the special characters? How would you define 
your relationship? How is that different or similar from other relationship e.g. friendship vs. 
romantic relationship? How do you name this kind of relationship? And how do you define your 




How did it start? Who made the first initiative? How well did you know each other beforehand? 
Where did you meet up at first time? Was it planned or not? How did you end up especially with 
this person, was there some kind of attraction between you? What kind of attraction? Did you 




What is the motivation to start this kind of relationship? Does it require certain kind of 
characteristic, way of thinking or attitude? Did alcohol play a part to start the relationship or 
maintain the relationship? Did both have the same interests, or did the other one want more than 




For how long the relationship will last/lasted? How often did you see each other, and how often 
did you have sex? Where there patterns in your relationship? Did you do some other activities 
together besides sex? What kind of activities? Was an encounter always planned much beforehand 
or did it happen spontaneously? Did you also meet other people, and did you also have sex with 




Did you talk about the nature of your relationship? Was there some kind of rules or obligations? 
Was it easy to maintain? Did it work? Did your amount or quality of communication or your 
thoughts or emotions change further on? What issues did you and did not self-disclosure to your 




Did you tell about the relationship to other people, or did you keep it secret? If you told about it, 
to whom you told? If kept in secret, why? How did other people look at this thing? Did they 






How did the relationship end/how you think it will end? For how long this kind of relationship 
can last? Do feelings get involved in the long run?  After breaking up, can you still continue your 
friendship without sex? Can it develop into a real romantic relationship? Did/Do you have hopes 
for how the relationship could develop? In what kind of relationship would you like to be at the 
moment, and in the future? Why your relationship did not last/what kind of future you will see for 
this kind of relationship? What are the factors why this kind of relationship will end? What 




How have you heard about the phenomenon? Is it in Media/movies/tv-shows/life? Who can 





Can you love your friend with benefit? What’s the most important love dimension for you? 
 
Five dimensions of love 1986 
Romantic dependency / communicative intimacy / physical arousal / respect for partner / 
romantic compatibility 
 
Five love dimensions 1991 




Can you recall these kinds of relationships from your own life? Explain. 
 
TRUE FWB    
JUST SEX    
NETWORK OPPORTUNISM      
TRANSITION OUT 























III. ATTACHMENT 3 
 
Original Finnish quotations: 
 
Excerpt 1: 
”En oo kostkaan ajatellut onko suomenkielistä nimeä, kuullut ekan kerran jostain leffasta, jenkki, ja sit kun 
mä tapasin sut, niin olin et minä!” (Fin woman, 38)  
 
Excerpt 3: 
“Ei oo olemassa sellasta instituutiota kuin fwb, avioliitto on instituutio, seurustelusuhteet on instituutioita, 
homosuhteetkin on omalla tavallaan niissä päätee vaan eri säännöt varsinkin miehillä, mut kuitenkin, kun sitä 
instituutiota ei ole niin silloin olennainen kysymys on et miten ihmiset kokee nää suhteet mitä ne tarkoittaa, 
onko ne jotain vakiintuneita yleisiä asioita vai onko ne jotain, öö, täysin hämärää ja autenttista ja 
ainutkertaista aina, mikä se on millä tavoin ihmiset puhuu sen tyyppisista asioista.” (Fin man, 33) 
 
Excerpt 4: 
I: “Mä luulen et varmaan tälläsissä suhteissa niinku osapuolten välillä itsessään on niitä eroja, ja tietysti 
ympäristö koko ajan asettaa sille kaikenlaisia tavoitteita, et sitä ei oikeastaan pysty sanoon varmasti siis, tai 
että ainahan kaikki suhteet on menossa kohti jotakin, et määrittely ja uudelleen määrittely on jatkuvaa, tai 
niinku tapahtuu tai tehdään jotakin tälläisiä suoritteita, joilla se tulee sitten niinku vakituisemmaks...” 
R: ”Onks niitä suhteita aina pakko sitten määritellä? 
I: ”Kyllä varmaan niin on, se tulee aika nopeasti se tilanne sitten, vaikka yrittää vältellä sitä määrittelyä, 
niinku aika nopeesti huomaa, et se on yllättävän vaikeeta. Jos se on suhteen osapuolille ok, että ei puhuta 
tästä tai että ei määritellä tätä, niin ympäristö alkaa painostaan siihen suuntaan, että sitä suhteen luonnetta 
jotenkin määritellään, tai että sille olemiselle olis joku nimi.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
Excerpt 5: 
”Se on hirveen simppeli (kertoo suhteesta), esimerkiks mulla on kavereita, jotka on ollut mun kaa kavereita, 
et me käydään pelaan golffia, ja me vietetään aikaa ihan normaalisti muuten. Meillä ei oo mitään semmosta, 
tiet sie semmosta kemiaa tai kipinää välillä, toki jokin kipinä siellä on olemassa sillain, et on, et en mä 
pystyis paneen ihan ketä vaan, mutta sillain, että tulee semmosia tilanteita, että niinku et nyt mua hei tiet sä 




I: ”... voi olla että parisuhteen seksuaalinen kanssakäyminen ei riitä.” 
R: ”Siis sun mielestä niinkun suhteen ulkopuolella voi olla tälläisiä niin kuin friends with benefits suhteita?” 
I: ”Mmm-mm.” 
R: ”Niinku se ei rajoitu siihen että molempien pitää olla sinkkuja ja vapaita.” 
I: ”Joo ei.”  
R: ”Et tää käsite toimii yhtälailla parisuhteen ulkopuolisissa suhteissa?” 
I: ”Mulla, mulla toimii ja on toiminut. mut mä en tiedä mihin suuntaan mä oon menossa, mut siis tähän asti 
mulla on ollut ihmisiä parisuhteen ulkopuolella kenen kans on jakanut niinku ehkä jonkun pidemmän aikaa 
jotain henkistä yhteyttä tai jotain muuta.” 
(Fin man, 40) 
 
Excerpt 9: 
”Mä en välttämättä noin monta ala-allegoriaa laittais, et jos on parisuhteesta häipyy pois se kaikki muu ja jää 
vaan seksi niin en mä sanois sitä fwb tai fwbdiks se on tavallaan se parisuhteen jäännös, et mä en tavallaan 
mun mielestä no voi olla että mä oon naiivi tai sinisilmäinen no niinhän mä olenkin mutta mä nään jotenki 
fwb semmosena selkeenä ja puhtosena asiana sen takia että se on varmaan ittelle ollut sellainen niinku et 
noista tulee semmonen mielikuva, mitä se varmaan onkin usealle sillain niinku et siinä jotain ongelmia tulee 
vastaan ja semmosia se niinku johtaa se voi johtaa niinku parisuhteeseenki, tai parisuhteen alku, niinku 
lämmittelyks . fwb et sä oot ollut jonkun kans pitkään kaveri ja sit sä päädyt sen kanssa sänkyyn ja oot et hei 
tää on kivaa harrastetaan jonkun aikaa, toinen rupee seurustelemaan, se loppuu tai että ei oikein natsaa tää 





I: ”Mä olin itte siin tilassa, et mä huijasin tosi paljon itteeni, et mä en puhunut ihan aidosti tän ihmisen 
kanssa… 
R: ”Kun te sovitte et ollaan kavereita, niin tarkottiks se et voi olla jotain seksuaalista kanssakäymistä vai 
miten te määrittelitte teidän kaveruuden? 
I: ”No sitä me ei ikinä määritelty. Tietyl taval, ehkä sanallisesti puhuttiin et ollaan vaan frendejä, tai sitä me 
ei määritelty et minkälaisia kavereita me ollaan, me vaan määriteltiin et me ei seurustella, et se meni kyllä 
hyvin,tai mies rajas tosi selkeesti, että ethän sä nyt luule että me täst huomisesta lähtien seurustellaan. Niin ei 
meistä kavereita, et jos mä nyt taas mietin järjellä niin meillähän oli niin valtava vetovoima toisiamme 
kohtaan että kyllä me tiedettiin että kyllä niitä hairahduksia voi tulla.” 
R: “Sä toivoit kuitenki et siitä ois voinut tulla jotain enemmän?” 
I: ”Joo.” 
R: ”Otit sä sitä ikinä puheeks?” 
I: ”En mä pelkäsin hirveesti, et jos mä otan puheeks jotain niin sitten mä ahdistan häntä.” 
(Fin woman, 29) 
 
Excerpt 19: 
R: ”Puhutteko te tästä teidän suhteen luonteesta?”  
I: ”Ei.”  
R: ”Ei?” 
I: ”Me ollaan puhuttu tästä kerran ja siitä on jo monta vuotta.” 
R: ”Ja hän on tyytyväinen?”  
I: ”Joo, tässä on sellainen sanaton sopimus, et me ollaan  kuin tässä ei oliskaan tätä  
ajallisuutta mukana, mä tiedän, ettei se voi jatkua loputtomiin.” (Fin woman, 36) 
 
Excerpt 20: 
I: ”...Siitä puuttuu joku semmone,  ää, yks kerros mikä mahdollistais sen, et olis tappelemista tai 
loukkaantumisia, ehkä loukkaantumisia on, mut en mä oo ainakaan.” 
R: ”Näytätteks te tunteita siinä suhteessa sitten vai puhutteks te niistä?” 
I: ”No ei oikeestaan, ehkä hassutellaan, ja on sellaisia yhteisiä hokemia, mut ei sillä tavalla sen pidemmän 
päälle näytetä tunteita.” 
R: ”Kaipaat sä sitä yhtä kerrosta sitten vielä sitten lisää vai et sä oot tyytyväinen tähän?” 
I: ”En mää. Tässä tilanteessa mä oon musta, tää on todella nautittavaa, mut tää on sellainen tilanne, et tässä 
mä voin hengittää, mä en tiedä johtuuks se henkilöstä vai johtuuks se musta vai johtuuks se kaikista näistä 
aikaisemmista kuvioista, mut mä tarviin vaan tämän tilan tässä. Tällä hetkellä en tiedä vielä mutta nyt näyttää 
siltä, et tällä haavaa se sopii myös toiselle osapuolelle.” (Fin woman, 36) 
  
Excerpt 21: 
I: ”…Se alkaa niinkuin rehellisemmin, niin että ihmiset uskaltaa olla omia itsejään pidemmälle kuin 
perinteisessä seurustelusuhteessa. Syystä tai toisesta seurustelusuhteessa ei olla niin avoimia.” 
R: ”Aa.” 
I: ”Kun on tavattu, ja sit ollaan ihastuttu, niin sit lähdetään jotenkin eri moodilla sitä suhdetta rakentaan 
eteenpäin, kuin että sä tapaat jonkun ihmisen, jotenkin ei oo ehkä tarkoius ollut rakentaa siitä suhdetta, siinä 
ei niinku hävetä mitään. Siinä periaatteessa opitaan toisilta. Ei tuu mustasukkaisuus ensinnäkään samantien 
kuvioihin.” 
R: ”Niin, et sä koet, et tälläiset fwb suhteet, et sä oot niinku ystävän kanssa tälläisessä suhteessa, niinku et sä 
sit jaat niinku sun ystävien kanssa enemmän, kuin mitä sä esimerkiks jaat sun parisuhteessa?” 
I: ”Ehkä vähän avoimemmin.”  (Fin Man, 40) 
 
Excerpt 25: 
I: ”Varmaan sellaisia sääntöjä, ja onkin sääntöjä just niistä, et molemmat jakaa tälläisen itsenäisyyden 
kaipuun niin että niinä päivinä kun ei nähdä ei soitella ja niinä päivinä kun ollaan reissussa niin ei soitella tai 
lähetellä viestejä, eikä sillain ylenpalttisesti pidetä yhteyttä… Mut näin todella, et ei oteta yhteyttä, jos 
nähdään kadulla, moikataan, vaihdetaan kuulumiset ja jatketaan matkaa. tää on kyl selkeetä . ja useemmiten 
mikä tässä viime aikoina ehkä ollut esiintyy jotain sellaisia pidemmälle useempien päivien päähän ulottuvia 
öö tapaamissitoutumuksia mutta että pitkään on ollut sellainen aika selkeäkin sääntö että esimerkiks kun 
aamulla erotaan vietettyämme yön yhdessä niin sanotaan vaan heihei eikä sovita seuraavaa tapaamista.”  
R: ”Onks se sit tosi spontaania aina et te otatte yhteyttä?” 
I: ”No spontaania tai ei niin tapahtuu aina erikseen, ei aiemmasta sopimuksesta. Nii, mä en kestä sellasta et 
multa halutaan jotain, sehän on hirvee niinku vastuullinen tilanne, et tuo nyt haluaa jotain ja mulla on valta 
antaa se, tai olla antamatta sille.” (Fin woman, 35) 
 
Excerpt 27:  
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I: ”…Vaikka ei olla harrastettu seksiä varmaa niinku neljään vuoteen, mä tiedän et meillä on älytön yhteys. 
Me jaetaan paljon, puhutaan usein puhelimessa... Niin et mä pidän sitä friendswithbenefittinä, et se on ystävä 
joka on siellä, mut mä tiedän et meillä on ihan älytön seksuaalinen intohimo toisiamme kohtaan.” 
R: ”Koet sä et vaikka sitä itse aktia ei tapahtuis niin voi olla friendswithbenefits?” 
I: ”No ei mut (.), sit must tuntuu, et jos meille aika ja paikka tapahtuis niin varmaan oltais toistemme 
kimpussa.” (Fin man, 40) 
 
Excerpt 29: 
”…Multa on kyllä edellytetty että, et jos mä olisin ollut jonkun toisen kanssa, niin se olis toiselle osapuolelle 
näyttäytynyt pettämisenä tai jopa uskottomuutena, vaikka ne ei parisuhteita ollut millään muotoa. Mutta että 
tota useimmin ei oo sääntöjä, tän tyyppisiä sääntöjä, mutta jos suhde on tunnetasolla jotenkin intensiivinen, 
niin niin, siihen voi olla ihan mielekästäkin mennä, mutta että tota tavallaan, taas se askel missä vaiheessa 
ruvetaan seurusteleen se voi olla tosi kaukana siitä…” (Fin man, 33) 
 
Excerpt 35:  
”No ehkä se on enemmänkin se se (3) se tunne siitä omasta olemisesta siihen toiseen henkilöön, et aina kun 
mä oon ollut niin sanotusti parisuhteessa niin se tunne se rooli, et mä oon tässä tilanteessa tämän henkilön 
tyttöystävä on ollut tosi voimakas, ja se on jotenki määrittänyt sitä suhdetta ja kaikkee tekemistä tosi 
voimakkaasti. Ja nyt tässä kuviossa sitä nyt ei oo. Et mä oon ihan sama ihminen kuin mä olisin kenen tahansa 
ihmisen kanssa vaan siinä niin se on ensisijaisesti, tai että mulla ei oo erilainen olo kuin että mä olisin vaikka 
sun kans tässä.” (Fin woman, 36)  
 
Excerpt 36: 
I: ”Niin, et kyllä mä mietin, että en tunne olevani parisuhteessa, et jos multa joku ventovieras kysyis mun 
statusta, niin mä sanoisin olevani, että mä ehkä tapailen jotain, tai että mä hengailen jonkun kanssa. 
R: ”Mitähän tää mies vastais tähän?”  
I: ”Se luultavasti sanois olevansa vakavassa parisuhteessa.” 
R: ”Mut tota, sallit sä itselles muiden tapailun?” 
I: ”Oon sallinut kyllä, mut ketään muita ei oo näköpiirissä.” 
R: ”Onks tästä mainittu tälle miehelle?” 
I: ”Ei.”(4) 
R: ”Et miten tota, et hän vaan elää, luulet sä et hänellä ei oo ketään muita, et hän ei tapaile ketään muita?” 
I: ”Luulen, ei oo ketään muita.” (Fin  woman, 36) 
 
Excerpt 37: 
I: ”No tää ihan vaan sillain klassisesti alkoi et eron jälkeisessä rebound-tilanteessa tarvitsi jonkun laastarin 
että jonka sitten baarista ittelleni iskin. tunsin kyllä henkilön ennen sitä että ja tiesin että että täähän voisi olla 
tähän tilanteeseen sopiva.” 
R: ”Sit se tilanne jäi vähän  niin kuin päälle?” 
I: ”Niin ja pitkään jatkui hyvin tälläisenä irrallisena ja epämääräisenä että varmaan vuoden päivät meni ennen 
kuin, niin että on hyvin vaikee sanoa, et mistä siinä on kysymys.”  
(Fin woman, 36) 
 
Excerpt 38: 
“Friendswithbenefits tosi usein alkaa yhdenillanjutusta. Tulee seuraavana päivänä vaikka hakeen 
sateenvarjoaan. Tyypillinen tapa millä se alkaa.” (Fin man, 33) 
 
Excerpt 39:  
“Ne saattaa purkautua, ne saattaa kriisiytyä hetkeks, sit asettuu kaveruudeks tai ystävyydeks, tai sit silleen et 
ei oo mitään ikävää tapahtunut mut yhteydenpito vaan jää se on ihan, tyyppilliset eri maahan kaupunkeihin 
muuttamiset, tai sit jompi kumpi alkaa seurustelemaan, jompi kumpi rakastuu johon kuhun tai jotain 
semmosta et sit ne loppuu tai sit semmonen joko päätetään ettei enää mitään tai toinen päättä tai sit ei tartte 
päättää sillon kun joku yrittää soittaa ja mä en vastaa, ja jos koittaa soittaa toisen kerran niin mä vastaa 
silloinkaan vaan siks, et mä en jaksa puhuu kenenkään kanssa. Mut sit kuukauden, parin kuukauden päästä 
ollaan, et moi mitäs kuuluu.” (naurahtelee) (Fin man, 33) 
 
Excerpt 40:  
”Niissä on vaan niinku puuttunut se semmonen niinku sitoutumisen ajatus niinku kokonaan… Niinku meidän 
kummanki yhteisymmärryksessä, lähinnä tän miehen puolelta niinku niin oli, tehtiin tavallaan kaikkee mitä 
parisuhteessakin tehtiin, oli kaikkee oli seksii, saatettiin käydä jossain niinku yhessä ja näin, mutta siinä 
puuttu se semmonen tunnetasolla, ainakin mulla itellä oli koko ajan semmonen olo, et tää ei mee tästä 
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mihinkään… Mä jotenki ohjelmoin itteni silleen et tää on nyt tätä hauskanpitoo ja seksii ja nähdään… Mä 
voin vilpittömästi sanoo et mä yllätyin itekin kun mä oon kuitenki aika tunteellinen ihminen et miten helposti 
mä pystyin ohjelmoimaan itteni” (Fin woman, 25) 
 
Excerpt 45:  
”Siihen astuu tietynlainen epävarmuus, mun on vaikee nähä et se suhde ois molemmilta yhtä kevyttä… 
Hmm, mää en sillee hirveesti pysty sanoon et siitä puuttus vakavuus, vaan et jotkut ihmiset pystyy oleen just 
tälläsessä kun ei tartte kohdata niitä omia vaikeita puolia tai niitä toisen vaikeita puolia.”(Fin woman, 29) 
 
Excerpt 46: 
”No mä saan sen tunteen mitä on parisuhteessa, kun mä herään jonkun tutun kanssa. Se on mulle ehkä se 
tärkein elementti, mä herään aamulla, mulla on tutut kasvot, vaikka mulla ei oo sitä pakahtunutta rakkauden 
tunnetta… Se on vähän niinku kaverisuhde, mut siin on syvä rakkaus tottakai, se on erilaista, mä en osaa 
määritellä sitä, mut toi on niinku vähän sinnepäin. Mä pääsen vähän niinku siihen samaan perusturvaan, ja 
semmoseen ihanaan fiilikseen, kun mulla on se tuttu ihminen, kun mä herään aamulla.”(Fin woman, 44) 
 
Excerpt 47: 
“No sanotaanko näin et jos mä löydän sen miehen jonka kanssa voin elää elämääni yhdessä ja löydän sen 
parisuhteen mistä mä niinku kovasti tai mitä mä toivon, niin sen jälkeen mä nään nää vaan rikkainan 
elämänkokemuksina, et en missään nimessä kadu yhtäkään, mutta se ajatus et jatkuis tälläsenä epämääräisinä, 
niin se on aika lohduttoma, et silloin se näyttäytyy negatiivisena, joo, (laughs slightly)” 
(Fin woman, 29) 
 
Excerpt 49: 
”Opiskeluaikana tälläset oli ihan normaaleja, et kaikilla oli vähän tämmöstä epämääräistä, mutta nyt kun on 
ylittänyt kolmenkymmenenviiden ikävuoden jonkinlaisen, no on varmaan aikaisemminkin, kolmenkympin 
jälkeen oikeestaan varmaan alkoi se vaihe jossa tämmöinen ei nauti samanlaista arvostusta tai edes 
välinpitämättömyyttä vaan että siihen suhtaudutaan sillain kriittisesti ja päivitellen että koskahan tuokin 
tuosta nyt asettuis. (.) Se paine on aika voimakas. samaan aikaa sitten oikeestaan kuitenkin sanotaan tai aika 
monessa yhteydessä tai että jostain sivulauseessa tulee ilmi se että kuinka monet ystävät kadehtii mun 
elämäntapaa ja mun vapautta.” (Fin woman, 36)  
 
Excerpt 50: 
“…Tässä on jotenkin aistittavissa, että nyt täs nykyhetkes ainakin Suomessa, niin kolmenkympin 
kummaltakin puolelta, ihan vähän sellaista hajanaista. Tosi paljon törmää ihmisiin jotka on aika eksyksissä 
jotenkin itsensä kanssa ja näin niin, niin tällänen sopii tähän tilanteeseen tosi hyvin, tai et ei niinku, jostain 
syystä ei haluta kunnon suhdetta, ei välttämättä niin että oltais niin vapaita ja reippaita, et ennemminki niin 
päin että ei uskalleta kohdata jotain juttuja, sit sellanen kun satunnainen jotain, mut siit päästään äkkiä 
karkuun, niin siitä nimenomaan siitä todellisesta intiimistä ja siitä toisen ihmisen henkisesti 
vastaanottamisesta niin tällänen on jotenki aika ideaali maasto. Mä uskon, et nimenomaan aikuisten parissa 
tää tulee lisääntymäänkin.” (Fin woman, 29) 
 
Excerpt 51: 
I: ”Niin että mies on sonni ja naiset huoria.” 
R: ”Niin että luulet sä et tää asetelma tulee muuttuun naisten kannalta et naisia ei enää nähdä sillä tavalla vai 
koet sä et nähään, et naiset on huoria jos niillä on paljon miehiä?” 
I: ”Jos se tulee muuttuun se tulee muuttuun hitaasti ja mä tiedän et tietyssä ihan niinkun fiksuissakin piireissä 
niin sellanen kundi kun joka, jolla on niin täysin hallitsematon libido joka panee niinkun kaikkia mitä liikuu, 
niin hyväksytään paljon helmpommin kuin nainen joka käyttäytyy näin. siis liberaaleimmissa piireissä joihin 
mä oon ikinä törmännyt ja mä oon mielestäni törmännyt niin liberaaleihin piireihin kuin tässä maassa vaan 
ylipäätään voi, niin jopa niissä.”  
 
Excerpt 53: 
I: ”Mut mä mietin jotain tälläsiä nuoria opiskelijoita tai jotain lukiojengii tieksää tällästä niin musta tuntuu et 
tän tyyppinen fwb retoriikka niin no en mä tiedä niin kauan kuin, siis siitä pitää puhua helvetin paljon 
enemmän, mut niin kauan kuin, no nyt mä kuulostan tosi vanhalta äijältä, mutta niin tota niin kauan kuin 
kysymykset, niin niin kauan kun siihen ei sisälly kun siinä ei ruveta ihannoimaan toisen 
kunnioittamattomuutta, tietynlaista itsemääräämistä, ööää, intimiteettiä, tän tyyppisest asiat, niin kaun kuin 
siellä on kunnioitus mukana, niin siitä pitää puhua tosi paljon jos se tarkoittaa, et se tulee yleiseen puheeseen, 
ja enemmän ja enemmän se tulee, haluttiin tai ei oli käsite sitten mikä hyvänsä, niin jos se tarkoittaa 
sosiaalisesti hyväksyntää niinku kusipäisyydelle, niin tota se on väärin silloin. Tai tai jos tämmönen fwb 
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ikäänkuin latistetaan et se on just  joku tietyntyyppinen jutska et hei täällä on tällänen juttu, niin homma pitää 
toimii siis näin, tieksää.” 
R: ”Et tälle käsittelle tulee tietynlaiset käytöstavat.” 
I: ”Just näin, et jos tulee joku selkee koodisto, niin sen varassa on hyvä toimia.”  
R: ”Helpottaaks se ihmisii?” 
I: ”Kyllä varmaan, jos kaikki tietää säännöt, mutta se ettei vaan puhuta sitä asiaa. Et silloin kun ihmiset on, et 
kun ihmiset on yhdessä ne harrastaa alasti halailua, niin se ei muuta sitä asiaa, et se saattaa tuntua toisesta 
ihmisestä vähän enemmän tärkeeltä, isolta jutulta, kuin toisesta. Sehän on kauheen herkkää toimintaa, 
helvetti soikoon.” 
R ”Niinhän se on.”(Both laughs). (Fin Man, 33) 
